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LONDON, JULY 22, 1865. 
—_—@~—— 

ELECTORS CONFER A TWOFOLD BENEFIT in returning 
a practising lawyer to Parliament ; they not only adg a 
trained thinker and speaker to the mixed assembly of 
country gentlemen, soldiers, traders, and “scions of the 
nobility,” but they bring into the great court a witness 
who, by his own daily experience, the most searching 
and accurate of its kind, is conversant with the working 
of the law. Thus, only a few days after his re-election 
for Belfast, Sir Hugh Cairns has been appealed to asa 
legislator by Vice-Chancellor Wood, when embarrassed 
in a case before him, by his duty of exercising the re- 
straining jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery, accord- 
ing to the now settled law, but in such a manner as to 
—— the improvement of property. The conflict was 

etween the principles of easement and of the right ex- 
pressed by the maxim, Cujus est solum, ejus est usque ad 
calum. “In the presence of a legislator,” the Vice-Chan- 
cellor expressed himself, “ I say I think it very desirable 
that something should be done by the Legislature in the 
matter.” The case, Yates v. Jack, heard on Tuesday, arose 
from a new building in one of those narrow streets, or 
old pack-horse ways, in the City, which have become 
fertile in ancient light disputes, since the late spring of 
commercial domestic architecture in this country. 
Messrs. Yates & Son, export merchants, selling and pur- 
chasing hops, isinglass, sugar, tea, and other articles, by 
sample, claimed to be protected in the enjoyment of 
such “free access of light and air” as their place of 
business in Lower East Smithfield, with twenty-five 
feet width of street, and forty feet height of Mr. Jack’s 
buildings opposite, had enjoyed for sixty years. The 
defendant having, so far as appears, no legal answer to 
the claim, tried to prove that an additional twenty- 
eight feet of height to the buildings intended to be 
erected by him on the same site would not injure the 
plaintiffs, but rather be beneficial to them. The in- 
genuity of the witnesses for the defence is the respect in 
which these cases principally differ from one another. 
First, advantage was taken of the fashion of the old 
roof, which corbelled upwards, so that the sky line 
thereof hung and approached the plaintiffs’ premises 
nearer than the base thereof by two feet nine inches, 
and the effective width of Lower East Smithfield at the 
point consequently became reduced by that quantity. 
“Immense advantages” were sworn to, wit would 
accrue to the plaintiffs by the substitution of the new 
for the old buildings. A wholesale sugar dealer de- 
posed that it was “a positive benefit to the quality of 
the light for sampling if the direct rays of the sun were 
intercepted” from the room in question—the sample 
room—by a “ building at a distance of twenty-five feet, 
or thereabouts, therefrom.” The Vice-Chancellor, how- 
ever, not won by this happy sort of evidence, granted an 
injunction ; but there would be an inquiry before the 
judge in chambers as to whether any, and what, design 

y the defendant for any building on the property 
could be erected so as not to interfere with the enjoy- 
ment, by the plaintiffs, of the light and air necessary to 
them in their business. 

The reporter for the Standard observes that suits of 
this nature have of late become in Vice-Chancellor 
Wood’s and other chancery courts of common and most 
frequent occurrence ; that hardly a day passes without 
one of them being heard, and as, with few excep- 
tions, the plaintiff obtains the injunction asked for, 
they are likely to be still more numerous, We have 








not the advantage of being a listener in all the chancery 
courts every day, and, therefore, will not presume to 
correct any exaggeration of the number of these cases, 
which are undoubtedly of sufficient frequency and im- 
portance to demand some response to the Vice-Chan- 
cellor’s appeal at an early period after the meeting of 
the new Posliensend: The same judge, on the 2nd of 
June last, in Stokes v. The City Offices Company, made 
his appeal more fully than on Tuesday. Of late, he 
said, the Court had seen the difficulty that arose in 
dealing with such cases occurring in a large and im- 
proving town like the metropolis, or mr improving 
town. He had lately had a case at Sheffield before him, 
and was it to be said that such a town was to be con- 
demned to remain, by the interference of the Court, in 
a shabby and low style of buildings, when buildings of 
amuch greater magnitude would be carried out by en- 
terprising persons, with capital, willing to promote 
them? It seemed to him to be a question very well 
deserving the consideration of the Legislature as_ to 
whether there could not be some general Act or other 
passed, by which arrangements could be made, and 
adjustments entered into, either through the medium of 
a jury or otherwise, for the purpose of enabling such 
improvements to be carried on. The Vice-Chancellor 
in that case, as in the present, did his best in the 
absence of such an Act. By a similar reference to 
chambers he gave the parties an opportunity for ascer- 
taining their position and arriving at a conclusion which 
would free as well the person under the injunction, as 
also the applicant, from inconvenience. He expressed 
his anxiety that every step which could be taken should 
be taken for that purpose. 

Sir Hugh Cairns might have been addressed by the 
Vice-Chancellor not only as a legislator but also as a 
chancery law reformer. A measure to enable the Court 
to deal with an obstruction to ancient lights by the im- 
provement of servient property as a matter of damages, 
as well in case of preventive as of mandatory application 
(Isenberg v. The East India House Estate Company, 12 
W.R. 450), would be a fitting sequel to Sir Hugh 
Cairns’ Act (21 & 22 Vict. c. 27), by which the Court 
has had power given to it, in the case of the commission 
of any wrongful act, to award damages to the party 
injured, either in addition to, or in substitution for, an 
injunction, and to assess the damages by means of a 
jury. It is only necessary to extend this Act of Par- 
Tesecet so as to make it expressly applicable to wrongful 
acts amounting to the deprivation of property by ob- 
structing ancient lights or other easements, which at 
present have a statutory inviolability. 

We must not, however, be supposed to advocate any 
sweeping change of the law of the Court in this respect ; 
wherever the advantage to be anticipated from the pro- 
posed new building is an advantage to the defendant 
merely, we are not disposed to relieve him from the 
obligation of observing the maxim, “ Sie utere tuoe ut 
alienum non ledas,”’ but where the projected change in- 
volves not merely a private, but a public benefit, then 
we are equally disinclined to let the opposition of an 
individes!, whether dictated by pertinacity, whim, or a 
desire to extort concessions, interfere with a work de- 
signed as a public improvement. The same principle 
which authorizes a railway company to lay violent 
hands on the land of 2 dissentient owner might be fairly 
extended to the cases supposed, but we should be sorry 
to see it laid down that one private individual was to be 
at liberty to take the property, —— or incorporeal, 
of another who was unwilling to sell to him, no matter 
how large the price he was willing to give, nor how un- 
reasonable the refusal to sell. 





A VERY IMPORTANT QUESTION arose at an inquest held 
on Wednesday, at the Park Tavern, Lower Wandsworth, 
by Mr. Carter, the coroner, on the body of John Crook, 
late an engine-driver in the service of the Iron Steam- 
boat Company, who lost his life in consequence of an 
explosion of steam on board the company’s vessel, Zhe 
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Rifleman. Mr. Sutcliffe, a surgeon, of Ashville-place, 
Battersea-park, having deposed to the nature of the in- 
juries received by the deceased, John Gilmore, a stoker 
on board the Rifleman, stated that the boat had been 
under repair—the wind-hole doors having been taken 
off the boilers—the mud-hole doors were kept in their 
places by bolts with nuts at the end. He found them 
eaking, and y he going to tighten them in the ordi- 
nary way the deceased said that no harm would come 
by his doing that. The coroner pressed the witness as 
to what the deceased meant, and was answered three 
several times that deceased meant the mud-hole doors 
would stand the tightening process. Mr. Hubert Wood 
(Wood & Ring, Basinghall-street), asked that the answer 
given should be taken down, and then if the witness 
prevaricated it would always tell against him. The wit- 
ness then described that the mud-hole doors blew out, 
and filling the engine-room with steam caused such in- 


juries to the deceased that he was obliged to be removed, 


being scalded from head to foot. The coroner directed 
the witness to stand down at the conclusion of his evi- 
dence. Mr. Wood said he should like to ask a few ques- 
tions. The coroner inquired what good there would bein 
Mr. Wood’s asking any questions, Mr, Wood replied that 
he represented the widow and family of the deceased, 
and the verdict of the jury, if given without a searching 
investigation, might prejudice his clients in any future 
proceedings, The coroner remarked that it was not at 
all usual to allow attorneys to ask any questions in an 
inquiry of this kind, and the man Gilmore need not 
answer any questions which might be calculated to in- 
jure him. Mr. Wood confessed that the idea of declining 
to a professional gentleman to examine witnesses at an 
inquest was quite new to him, and of course Gilmore 
need not answer any questions which would criminate 
himself. The coroner said it was not usual to allow an 
attorney to examine witnesses, but if Mr. Wood wished 
any particular question put it could be done through 
him (the coroner). Mr. Wood could not accede to any- 
thing of the kind, as it would destroy the whole effect 
of any questions he might wish to put. If he was not 
allowed to put the questions in his own way he should 


certainly decline to have anything to do with the pro- | 


ceedings. Heconsidered also that he had come from the 
other side of the water to learn something new, viz., that 
it was not usual for solicitors to put questions to witnesses 
at coroners’ inquests. During eight years’ experience he 
had never heard such an objection raised before, though 
he had attended a great many inquiries which were con- 
ducted in an open manner, Mr. Wood then with- 
drew from the court. © ——— 

A STATEMENT which originally appeared in Bell's 
Weekly Messenger has been copied into one or two other 
newspapers, and has created a certain amount of sen- 
sation, probably because it presumes to blame a person 
whose name is before the public. The substance of the 
statement in question is, that a gentleman, an officer in 
the army, highly connected and universally respected, 
an active member of the council of the Royal Academy 
of Music, and also a well-known habitué of Her Ma- 
jesty’s Theatre, after occupying his time for two days in 
promoting the success of a concert for a charitable 
object, returned to his house at half-past three o’clock. 
A letter was then given to him, which he had no sooner 
read than he flung it upon the floor, rushed to the top- 
most attic, and blew out his brains, After making sur- 
mises on the probable cause of this sudden act of frenzy, 
the editor goes on to inquire, Of what use is a coroner !— 

«This inquiry,” he writes, ‘‘we venture to make because 
this act of suicide, talked of at most of the clubs, spoken of 
in the immediate vicinity of Her Majesty’s Theatre, and 
well known by thousands to have taken place, has not at- 
tracted Dr, Lankester’s attention, has not induced him to 
hold an inquest, and does not seem likely to do zo; inas- 
much as to satisfy the gentleman’s family, and, perhaps, to 
avoid unpleasant disclosures, the funeral has already taken 
place with an amount of haste which, to say the least of it, 
is most extraordinary. That a matter of so much import- 





ance to society as the hushing-up of an inquiry respectin, 
the death of a well-known public man by his own hand, i 
it be as it has been reported to us, can pass unnoticed, seems 

ositively inexplicable. Either Dr, Lankester must have 

een informed of the circumstance, and, if so, is highly 
culpable, or his officers have neglected to discharge their 
duty to him and the public, and must be held responsible.” 

All this tirade appears to us to partake very much of 
the nature of “a storm in a teacup.” 

Whatever may have been Dr. Lankester’s reason for 
not having sooner held an inquest, there has been quite 
enough said in the newspaper referred to to call his 
attention fully to the subject, so that, unless the whole 
story is a hoax, an inquest will most certainly now be 
held, if there be any reasons for considering it to be neces- 
sary. But there is one point which this virtuous censor 
morum has lost sight of in his zeal. It is not the busi- 
ness of the coroner to listen to the gossip of clubs, or to 
frequent “the immediate vicinity of her Majesty’s 
Theatre” (whatever locality that may indicate) ; neither 
can he be considered blameable if he institutes no 
inquiry into a subject on which he is in total ignorance. 
The facts, as stated, seem to be, that a well-known indi- 
vidual has died by a pistol shot, and has been buried 
without inquiry. But the first question to ask is— 
Where was he buried ? and by whose authority? If a 
certificate of the cause of death has been given not in 
accordance with the facts, there may be cause to blame 
the medical man who gave the certificate, and his con- 
duct may be the subject of further inquiry, but even 
then it does not appear to us that any blame could be 
properly cast upon the coroner on that account; and it 
is not hard to guess how Dr. Lankester may have come 
to be kept in ignorance. The desire to conceal an un- 
pleasant occurrence is natural in families, and the 
yublic have no right to expect voluntary information to 
‘is published on such a subject ; and even if we admit 
that the coronor is bound to ho'd an inquiry in every 
case of suicide, no matter how patent the circumstances 
may be (a conclusion not, in our opinion, warranted by 
law), it would still be idle, unless it can be shown that 
he has received due information in this case, to impute 
blame to Dr. Lankester. 





In AN action tried at the Assizes at Oxford on 
Thursday, the 13th inst., a verdict was given for the 
full penalty mentioned in a bond. The facts were 
shortly as follows:—The stun of £5,000 was advanced 
by an Oxford tradesman to an officer in the army, 
to enable the borrower to carry on a chancery suit, and 
the amount was secured by a bond in the usual way, 
for repayment of the money in three months after the 
termination of the suit. The plaintiff having sueceeded 
in his suit, omitted to releem his bond, and on an 
action being brought the jury found a verdict for 
£10,000. 

Had we not had occasion to remark on the verdict of 
an Oxford jury in a case which occurred some time 
ago,* this might have escaped our attention, but the 
present case appears to be another of the same class, and 
confirms us in the opinion that a jury composed of a 
man’s townspeople is in some instances a very objection- 
able ‘babel and that a change of venue must often be 
resorted to in order to obtain an impartial verdict. 


A DAY AND A-HALF OF LAST WEEK was taken up in 
the Court of Queen’s Bench in the trial of the case of 
the Mercantile Bank of New York v. Windsor, a (ase 
which arose out of the robbery of 240,000 dols. at New 
York. It will be remembered that the extradition of 
Windsor had been refused by the Court on the ground 
that he had not committed forgery within the meaning 
of the laws of their country. At the same time an 
action against Windsor for the amount of his defalca- 
tions was pending at the suit of the Mercantile Bank. 
A verdict for £26,793, the value of the currency taken 
by Windsor at the time it was taken, was ultimately 

* 9 Sol. Jour, Jol, 
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found for the plaintiffs, but what benefit they are likely 
to obtain by that verdict it would be extremely difficult 
to discover. Unless Windsor still retains the buik of 
the money, and his friends have sufficient influence over 
him to force him to hand it over, he may make himself 
a bankrupt and so become released from this liability, 
and even that course would have been unnecessary had 
he not been in custody and brought up under a habeas 
corpus ad testificandum, for it would. have been no hard 
matter for him to quit the country before execution 
could be issued against his person. Whether he will 
now get off scot free is for the plaintiffs’ consideration, 
and their activity may yet prevent his fully escaping. 

It will be perceived from this case how difficult it is 
to make laws which shall hold great rogues, and some 
regret must be felt that the extradition treaty with the 
United States is not large enough to meet this particular 
instance of roguery. The antagonism existing between 
the laws of different countries necessarily tends to con- 
trol and limit the operation of these treaties, and it is 
difficult to see how they can be made to cover a more 
extended scale of offences than at present without run- 
ing into intricacies which would make proceedings in- 
terminable. 

One thing is of course clear, no nation which prizes, 
as England does, the right of asylum for refugees, can 
ever consent to include in an extradition treaty offences 
not known to her own law as crimes. To do so would 
be to enable another nation to say “you shall aid us in 
punishing men whom you hold to be guiltless of all 
offence, because we choose to attach a penalty to that 
which you look on as an innocent act.” 


Mr. CARDWELL’S ANSWER on the memorial presented 
by Dr. Gray, Bishop of Cape Town, to the Treasury, 
involves an unsafe precedent. It leaves the plain in- 
ference that, if a person holding a public office, and 
acting in virtue of his office, tries to put in force what 
he has reason for covceiving to be the law, against 
another, and fails, the Government will save him harm- 
less from cost. Such a course might be justifiable 
where the Government instigated or sanctioned the 
legal proceeding. Then the Government would be open 
to the responsibility of the whole transaction, In any 
other case a precedent of indemnity to a prosecutor out 
of the public purse, when not authorized by Act of Par- 
liament, must have the effect, under a constitution 
worked by the machinery of party, of exposing to perse- 
cution a subject whose opinions may difler from those of 
the men who, for the time being, preponderate in the 
State. The memorial, dated the 28th of April last, was 
to the effect that Dr. Gray, on the faith of his letters 
patent, believed himself to be the metropolitan bishop, 
and entitled thereby to have and exercise all the rights, 
power, and authority of metropolitan over the Bishop of 
Natal, and the bishopric and diocese of Natal. When, 
therefore, in 1863, charges of heresy and false doctrine 
were preferred against Dr. Colenso, before Dr. Gray, as 
metropolitan, he, upon proof of the charges, by virtue of 
his office as metropolitan, did, on the 16th of December, 
1863, sentence Dr. Colenso to be deposed. The memorial 
then recapitulated the subsequent proceedings, and sub- 
mitted in conclusion that, by reason thereof, the 
memorialist had incurred great expense both in this 
country and at the Cape. He therefore humbly prayed 
that their Lordships would be pleased to take these facts, 
and particularly the observations in the judgment of the 
judicial committee, into their consideration, and to grant 
to the memorialist a sum of money by way of compensa- 
tion for the expenses necessarily incurred by him as 
aforesaid in the discharge of his episcopal duties. The 
memorial was referred by Mr. F. Peel to Mr. Cardwell, 
as colonial secretary, who answered that whatever might 
have been the opinion of the Bishop of Cape Town re- 
specting the powers conferred by his letters patent pre- 
viously to the judgment in the case of Long v. The 
Bishop of Cape Tonn, he must have been fully aware, 
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after the delivery of that judgment, that any attempt to 
exercise coercive jurisdiction under his letters patent 
was attended with the greatest risk and uncertainty; and 
that if, under those cireumstances, he chose to incur that 
risk, it was clearly not to be expected that her Majesty’s 
Government should relieve him from the consequences. 

Let it be supposed, according to the hypothesis sug- 
gested by Mr. Cardwell, that the case of Long v. The 
Bishop of Cape Tonn had noi been in existence, and that 
Dr. Gray had not received this warning of his risk, the 
only ground stated for refusal by the Government of 
the prayer of the memorial is cut away. So far as 
appears there would, in Mr. Cardwell’s view, have been 
no reason why Dr. Gray should not have been compen- 
sated. But, what would have been the consequence? 
If Dr. Gray, unwarned of risk, would have been justified 
in looking to the State to indemnify him in the exercise 
of the powers purported to be granted to him by his 
letters patent, Dr. Colenso would have had an equal 
title to indemnity in the defence of the powers granted 
to him by his own letters patent. Therefore, the whole 
expense of the litigation would have been thrown on the 
public, which had no voice in any of the a 
On such an encouragement to irresponsible litigation 
we need make no remark. 

All this results from what is too apt to be considered 
a piece of official cleverness, the putting of an answer on 
any narrow ground which serves the purpose of the 
moment. It was Mr. Cardwell’s duty to rest the refusal 
of the Government on principle. No one ean justly call 
upon the Government to compensate him for his costs in 
legal proceedings, unless they are undertaken either at 
the instance or with the sanction of the Government. 





Iv Is CURRENTLY REPORTED that changes are in con- 
templation which will place three or four judicial 2 
pointments at the disposal of Lord Palmerston. The 
Lord Chief Baron, it is said, will shortly retire, and 


Mr. Baron Martin, his son-in-law, will follow as soon 
as his term of service is completed. The two 
Chief Justices, Sir Alexander Cockburn and Sir 


William Erle, are, it is stated, to be raised to the peer- 
age, in order to strengthen the Courts of appeal in the 
House of Lords and in the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council. —- 

Mr. Caaries Trevor has resigned the oflice of Con- 
troller of Inland Revenue, and the vacancy has been 
filled by the appointment thereto of Alfred Hanson, Esq., 
of Lincoln’s-inn, who has for several years been junior 
counsel in equity to the department. It is to be hoped 
that with a gentleman of Mr. Hanson’s long experience 
and known legal power, those arbitrary practices and 
unjustifiable exactions, of which we have so often had to 
complain in connection with this department, will cease 
to be heard of. 

Lorp CHANCELLOR CRANWORTH has revived a prac- 
tice which had fallen into disuetude during the rule of 
his predecessor, of sitting to hear cases along with the 
judges of the Court of Appeal. It was intended, when 
the Court of Appeal was instituted, that the judges 
should sit with the Lord Chancellor on all important 
cases, but on an application being made to Lord Westbury 
for that purpose, he replied that when the Lord Chan- 
cellor sat alone the Court was full. Lord Cranworth 
has revived the practice. 


GENERAL Exectron.—The following list, in continu- 
ation of that published last week,* contains the result 
of all the elections hitherto held in which any member 
of the profession is concerned as a candidate. For the 
explanation of the marks, &c., see our previous lists :-— 





July 14. 
Balfaat scsecextivnces- oes Sir BH. Cotens, OC. ccacccecccecsse 1818 
"Getty csc...ccee as 
Ha 
Clackmannan&Kinross* Adam ..sccccccesscscserccscecsceees 





* 9 sol, Jour. 823, 
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Dumfries Burghs....."£wart.sss.. se ceeeeeseceveecosceesees 540 | 
Kennedy ......s0ee . 3884 
Dungarvan ........+00 C. Barry, Q.C. scorccorcoccovser... 112 
Major Palliser ........... ee 
Gloucestershire, W....%J. Rolt, Q.C. ....ccseeeee bees cpsaeen . 
Kingscote . secevcscecceescccoeee 
Greenock ....scccceee.. "DUO sssccseees pauksanese 
Kirkoudbrightshire...*Mackie assavel¥oussi sheaeseorsercis 
Knaresborough......... *WO0dd wicccorcceerecccrsccesecereeee 156 
FHOMGEN. ...cccccssssscssessccnccssvces 127 
*COLLENS -..ssc0vevevs pobecnee 123 
Northamptonshire, N. Peg Buri ey: s.cose-cveevessaese’ ° 
W. ELUnt ...ccccccscrscevevccees 
Portarlington ...... The Attorney- Gen. Sor Ireland. 46 
*Colonel Damer .......-0 35 
Sligo sesscccseseeeeessveee Mr. Serjeant Armstrong sososnces” MOD 
*F. M‘Donough, Q.C. ... 158 
July 15. 
Armagh.......0y.ecccccee S. B. Miller, Q.C. ssecsessseoeree 184 
William Kirk ...s00...00 0 
Carrickfergus .........*Torrens ....... 498 


Captain White ssc. 285 
W. Lane Joynt .........resigned 
see Lord C, Hamilton ..scccccreeeee 0 
S. M’C. Greer... 
Drogheda ..... «4... soe W. Whitworth.... 
F. Brodigan 


Derry..sercccorccesoees 





Galway ...... cocssseccsee M. OC. Morris, Q.C. cosy Re 
Sir R. Blennerhassett ............ 668 
*5..O, GAVEL sssssesccsvcess B02 
W. Stubber ............... 22 
TON WVCRb sees oO Ramer «se cccsancasinsssececteavsiecs 
*Lord A. Hercey oinieaesnasesane 
Wigton Burghs ......*The Solicitor-Gen. for Scotland . 
July 17. 
Enniskillen ............*Hon. John L. Cole .......00 eases! aye 
Tohn Collum ...ccccceceeeee 4 
Suffolk, |Hast......00..0.*Sir F, Kelly, Q.C, . cocccssseseeres 
*Lord Henniker, ....sesseeeeee sesoees 
Sussex, East.........06.*John George Dodson .......seseeee . 2809 
Lord Edward Cavendish ......... 2649 
Walter W. Burrell ...... 2454 
Hon. Robt. C. E. Abbott 2329 
Youghal oso sersscossoe Ae Js M*RENne ssorcossoseveess 
*Tsaac Butt, Q.C.. visseesretired 
July 18, 
Clare County . oo "Col, Vandeleur..cocc..sssoesssseees 
’ “*Sir C. O'Loghlen, Q.8.......+0006 
Dublin University ...*Rt. Hon. James Whiteside, Q. C. 1219 
* Anthony Lefroy...........+ saaeacses 1053 


John Thomas Ball, Q.C. 542 
,..*Sir William Heatcote 


Oxford University 


+Gathorne fed abelpkncissca seems 1904 
*Rt. Hn. Ww. E. Gladstone 1724 
Salop, South............ Re SURE MOTE vosasccsasxssesensess 1819 


*Colonel Hon. Percy S. Herbert 1669 


*Sir Baldwin Leighton ... 1388 
Surrey, East............ *Hon. John Peter Locke King... 3515 
+Charles Buxton..............0s0000 3460 

VOW TOOK oscemnssccseree 3346 


Hon. Win. Brodrick...... 3253 
..*John Esmonde 
Earl of Tyrone 
July 19. 
Carmarthenshire ...... *D. Jones 
*D. Pugh 
sanoee *Wm. H. F. Cogan 


Waterford County . 


Kildare County 


Lord Otho Fitzgerald ............ 
July 20. 
Berkshire sacocccceessese* Sty BOMYOMN secvvoosevosrvescosessesees 2202 
Colonel Lindsay ......scereceeeeee 2139 
Sir C. Russell . éseets9easeon) LOO 
Viscount Uffington saad 1817 
*J. Walter ...... Sspcasanayss ee 
*Hon. P. P. Bouverie ... 1593 
Lancashire, South ...*Hon. A. Egerton ....sseee0...005 9100 
*Charles Turner ssscesssesseees sosoee 8750 
+Right Hon. W. E. beeen 8688 
*R. J. Legh — .sscoccocoesee 8421 
J. Heywood .. soecececere vow 2091 


Lates Thompson sseooovee 7559 
The following cities and boroughs, which were in- 








| cluded i in our original list,* have not been noticed in the 
later lists because the legal candidates there mentioned 
retired before nomination :—Cardiff, Carlow, Cashel, 
Clitheroe, Helston, Kilkenny, Newry, Newcastle-under- 
Lyme, Warwick, and Wells. 





At OakHaM, on the 13th inst., there was a maiden 
assize for the County of Rutland, and the high sheriff 
presented the Lord Chief Baron with a pair “of white 
gloves on the occasion. 





THE COUNTY VOTERS’ REGISTRATION ACT, 1865. 

The annual “vacation ramble” of the revising bar- 
risters will take place in about two months, and the 
new Act will be in operation, giving powers long ren- 
dered necessary by the mode in which vexatious and 
frivolous objections have been made, to the annoyance 
and inconvenience of persons whose title to be on the 
register of voters was unimpeachable. 

In the autumn of last yeart we made some suggestions 
on this subject tending to show the inefficiency of the 
then state of the law for the prevention of groundless 
objections, pointing out the manner in which an altera- 
tion might be effected which would put a stop to this 
evil. This Act precisely carries out those suggestions, 
and although in some of its provisions limited to county 
voters, it will, without doubt, be regarded as a great boon 
by electors in general. 

The form in which objections used to be made is well 
known to our readers to have been of the vaguest de- 
scription, leaving the voter at a loss to know what de- 
fence he would have to make, what case he would be 
called upon to meet, or what evidence would be required 
to rebut the objection which he heard for the first time 
before the revising barrister in open court; in fact a 
notice of objection was a summons calling upon a voter 
to prove his qualification, and threatening, in case of his 
absence either personally or by his agent to adduce com- 
plete proof thereof, that his name would be inevitably 
struck out of the list. 

Objectors under the new Act are placed in a very dif- 
ferent position, and capnot with impunity annoy voters 
by dragging them from the North of Scotland or the 
South of France to prove facts already probably well 
known to everyone except the barristers. No notice of 
objection will now be valid unless the ground or grounds 
of objection be specifically stated therein. This provision 
is to be deemed to be sufficiently satisfied by naming the 
column or columns of the list on which the objector 
grounds his objection. If the objection be grounded on 
the third column, then it is necessary to state in the 
notice whether the objection relates to the nature of the 
voter’s interest in the qualifying property, or both. Each 
of the last-mentioned grounds is to be deemed a separate 
ground of objection, as is also any objection grounded on 
any one of the other columns. By the 7th section no 
person objected to under the provisions of the Act shall 
be required to give evidence before the revising barrister 
in support of his right to be registered otherwise than as 
such right shall be called in question on the ground or 
grounds of objection stated in the notice. 

Nothing can be more just than that a voter whore 
right to be registered is called in question should be in- 
formed of the nature of the objection made, in order that 
he may be prepared with every necessary proof of his 
qualification, and it will be for the revising barrister to 
judge of each separate ground of objection, whether it is 
stated vexatiously or frivolously, or not. And this brings 
us to the 8th section, which is calculated, as far as it 
goes, to protect persons on the register from being har- 
rassed in trying to discover what is the true ground of 
objection out of several of which he may have had 
notice. We give the section entire— 

‘Every separate ground of objection shall be treated by 
the revising barrister as a separate objection, and for every 
ground of objection which, in the opinion of the revising 

*9 Sol. Jour, 795, ¢ 8 Sol. Jour, 908. 
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barrister, shall have been groundlessly or frivolously and | argument before Vice-Chancellor Kindersley on the 


vexatiously stated in a notice of objection, he shall, on the 
application of the person objected to, or any one on his be- 
half, and upon production of the notice of objection, award 
costs against the objector, to the amount, at least, of two 
shillings and sixpence, and this, though the name of the 
person objected to be expunged upon some other ground of 
objection, stated in the same notice of objection.” 

By the 13th section the revising barrister, whether re- 
vising the lists of a county, city, or borough, is to issue 
his order for costs in the case of any objection overruled 
before proceeding to hear any objection stated in any 
other notice of objection; and by the 14th the maxi- 
mum of costs is increased to five pounds in lieu of 
twenty shillings, as provided by the 46th section of the 
6 & 7 Vict.c. 18. It will not answer anybody’s purpose 
now that this Act isin force, to state several grounds of 
objection, some good and some frivolous, nor even to 
state one more ground than he is reasonably prepared to 
support, neither will it be worth while to state half-a- 
dozen grounds in as many different notices by different 
persons, No fear need be entertained that persons on the 
register will be annoyed with impunity; because, although 
the name may be ultimately expunged from the list on 
some ground, yet as costs amounting to five pounds may 
be awarded on the failure of any objection, those who 
have the management of these matters will doubtless be 
careful how they incur so heavy a penalty as this would 
be when added tothe ordinary expenses entered into by 
either side in almost every revising barrister’s court in 
the kingdom. 

In order to take away any colour of pretence from those 
who might wish to make much of a bond fide objection, 
having for its ostensible object a mere alteration in the 
forn of the register, it is provided by the Act under con- 
sideration that persons who have changed their place of 
abode, which is, therefore, perhaps, incorrectly stated, may 
make a declaration before any justice of the peace, or 
commissioner to administer oaths in the courts at West- 
minster, that he pussessed the qualification mentioned in 
the register on the last day of July. The declaration so 
made is to be returned to the clerk of the peace, and by 
him handed to the revising barrister, to be used in correct- 
ing the register. 

It is no uncommon practice to object to the name of 
persons on the register, with no view apparently of up- 
holding the objection, but simply and solely for the pur- 
pose of compelling a man to take the very annoying and 
inconvenient step of appearing to prove his qualification, 
with the alternative of having his name expunged. In 
all constituencies this has been very much felt as an evil 
capable of an easy remedy ; and especially, in counties, 
where the distances are usually great, much valuable 
time has been lost by these means, or persons have been 
deprived of their right to the franchise. Many, doubt- 
less, will not complain that they lose anything by not 
being registered, but, at the same time, human nature 
rebels against the underserved deprivation of any right 
whatever, particularly when the process of privation takes 
an agressive form, and therefore, for the benefit of those 
who value the franchise, and of those who might be impro- 
perly deprived of it, this Act has been passed. Had the 
whole of its provisions been extended to citiesand boroughs 
the difficulties connected with revision courts would have 
been lessened very materially, but until they are so ex- 
tended let us be thankful for this small modicum of 
legislation towards the reform of a standing abuse. 








EQUITY. 


ORIGINAL AND SUBSTITUTIONARY GIFTS TO CHILDREN 
AND THEIR ISSUE, 


Lamphier v. Buch, 13 W. R. 767; Re Turner, 13 W.R. 
770. 


The accidental circumstance of twosuccessive petitions, 
raising similar questions of construction, coming on for 





same day, enabled his Honour to deliver a judgment in 
the principal cases in which the whole question of gifts, 
by which children are substituted in the place of their 
parents, is carefully and clearly summed up, and one, at 
least, of the unsettled points in connection with the sub- 
ject is settled, 

The distinction between cases of independent and sub- 
stitutionary gifts to the issue of a class of children has 
been long recognized. The former cases occur wherever 
the children, and the issue of children from two distinct 
classes, and the objects of the second class take under a 
substantive gift, and not expressly by way of substitution, 
for the members of the first class, ¢. g., a gift to the 
children of A., and the issue of such children of A. as 
shall have died before a given period. There the gift 
to the issue of the children is said to be an independent 
gift. The latter cases occur wherever there is first a 
gift toa class of children, and then a gift over of the 
shares of members of this class upon their respective 
deaths to their issue, e. g., a gift to the children of A. 
with a gift over in case any of such children of A. as 
shall have died before a given period, or a gift to the 
children of A. living at a certain period, or the issue of 
such of them as shall have previously died. There the 
gift to the issue of the children is said to be substitu- 
tionary. It is not easy to see any real distinction in 
principle between these cases, and, probably, if all the 
decisions upon the question of the vesting of legacies 
could be disregarded, and what has been called “the 
pole-star in the construction of devises,” viz., the testa- 
tor’s intention, were to be followed, all the cases of the 
kind we have mentioned, in which the obvious intention 
is to put the issue in the place of their parents in a 
certain event at acertain time, would be governed by 
the same rule. But, as it happens, the distinction 
has been firmly established by authority, and it becon:es 
necessary to accept it as the basis upon which further 
developments upon the same subject must proceed. In 
accordance with this distinction it has been determined 
that under a (so-called) independent gift to a class of 
children living at a given period, and the issue of such 
of those children as shall be then dead, the issue of a 
child dying in the testator’s life time or dead at the date 
of the will, are entitled (Colthurst v. Carter, 15 Beav. 
421), whereas, under a (so-called) substitutionary gift to 
a class of children living at a given period with a gift 
over of the shares of members of the class to their issue, 
the gift over would not comprise the issue of a child dead 
at the date of the will, although it would, unless preceded 
by a life interest, comprise the issue of a child dying in 
the lifetime of the testator (Cort v. Winder, i Coll. 320). 
If a previous life interest were interposed, the substitu- 
tionary gift would only include the issue of a child who 
survived the testator (Jve v. King, 16 Beav. 56). These 
cases, however, only determined what classes of issue 
were entitled to take under gifts of this character. They 
did not decide what was the effect upon the shares of 
members of such classes of their own deaths before the 
period fixed for the distribution or the property. It is 
also to be observed that in these cases there was no ex- 
press direction that issue should take only their parents’ 
shares. Two principal questions, therefore, remained to 
be considered. First—Can any member of aclass of issue 
take who predeceases the child through whom he claims ? 
Secondly—Must every member of the class of issue sur- 
vive the period of distribution where this contingency is 
expressly attached to the gift to the children, but is 
omitted in the gift to the issue of such children ? 

The Vice-Chancellor has dealt with both these ques- 
tions in the principal cases, and has determined as to the 
first that in the case of a (so-called) independent gift 
(Lamphier v. Buck, ubi sup.), every member of a class of 
issue is entitled to take whether he survives the child 
through whom he claims or not, but that in a case of a 
(so-called) substitutionary gift (Re Turner, ubi sup.) no 
issue of a child can take who does not survive his own 





parent ; ay as “— ‘the second question, that Ghee the 


gift be in form independent or substitutionary, no dis- | 
tinction is caused by the circumstance mentioned, but | 


that, in the absence of express words, the Court will not 
imply in the gift to the issue a contingency similar to 
that attached to the interest of the parents. 

We must, we suppose, accept the decision on the first 


point, as the necessary consequence of the previous | 
authorities as to the distinction between (so-called) inde- | 


pendent and substitutionary gifts. We regret that the 
Vice-Chancellor felt bound to observe this distinction, 
and that he did not decide, broadly, that all cases where, 
as in the principal cases, there is an express direction 
that the issue shall take the parent’s share, and the in- 
tention is thereby shown to place the issue in the place 
of the parent, no issue can take any vested interest 
during the parent’s lifetime, but that the members of 
the class of issue to take are to be ascertained at the 
death of the parent. If this course had been adopted 
these gifts, which may be denominated “ representative 
gifts,” would have been brought under a single rule of 
construction, reasonable in principle and convenient in 
practice. We think that there was no absolute necessity 
for extending the distinction we have pointed out 
between independent and substitutionary gifts to repre- 


.sentative gifts, and there was a strong argument in 


favour of disregarding it, derived from the circumstance 
that in both cases the intention of the testator to place 
the living issue in the place of their dead parents, was 
clearly shown by the words used that they should take 
only their parent’s share. 

We cordially concur in the view of the Vice-Chancellor 
on the second point, that the circumstance that the 
parents are required to survive the tenant for life in 
order to take any share, does not imply that none of the 
issue of the parents can take unless they themselves 
survive the same period. 

As there has been much conflict of judicial opinion 
upon this point, it may be well to give in brief chrono- 
logical order, the results of the various reported cases. 
In Pearson v. Stephen, 5 Bl. 203 (1831), it was assumed, 
without argument (the time not having arrived for de- 
ciding the point), that in a so-called independent gift— 
viz., to A. for life, remainder to the five sons of the testa- 
tor living at the death of A., and their respective issue, 
no issue of a deceased son could take who did not survive 
the tenant for life. In Bennett vy. Merriman, 6 Beav. 
360 (1843), where the gift was substitutionary, Lord 
Langdale held the words of contingency expressed in the 
case of the parents, ought to be implied in the case of the 
issue. A similar conclusion was arrived at by Lord Jus- 
tice Knight-Bruce (then Vice-Chancellor), in Macgregor 
v. Macgregor, 2 Coll. 198, (1845), in the case of a gift 
independent in point of form. In both these cases there 
were directions that the issue should only take their 
parents share. On the other hand, in Lyon v. Coward, 
15 Sim. 287 (1846), Vice-Chancellor Shadwell held that 
where the gift to the issue was independent in point of 
form, the contingency ought not to be implied. It is to 
be observed that Macgregor v. Macgregor was not cited 
in this case. In Masters v. Scales, 13 Beav. 60 (1850), 
Lord Langdale refused to import the contingency into 
a substitutionary gift. Vice-Chancellor Parker followed 
Lyon v. Conard in Barker v. Barker, 5 De G. & Sm. 753 
(1852), as also did Vice-Chancellor Kindersley in Har- 
cout v. Harcourt, 5 W.R. 478 (1857), and Vice-Chancellor 
Wood in Re Bennett’s Trust, 8 K. & J. 281 (1857), all 
cases of gifts to issue, independent in point of form, 
coupled with directions that the issue should take their 
parent’s shares only. In Penny v. Clarke, Johus. 621 
(1859), Vice-Chancellor Wood decided in the same way in a 
precisely similar case of independent gift, and his decision 
was confirmed on appeal to the Lords Justices (8 W. R. 286; 
1 De G. F. & J. 425), in consequence of Lord Justice 
Turner concurring in the view of the judge in the court 
below. Lord Justice Knight-Bruce differed, considering 


that his opinion, as expressed in Macgregor v. Macgregor, 
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| “ought also to he applied in the case of gifts in a so-called 
independent form. In Crause v. Cooper, 1 J. & Hl. 210 
(1859), Vice-Chancellor Wood hinted (the point did not 
call for a decision) that a different rule should be ap- 
plied in the case of a purely substitutionary gift, and 
that there the contingency which was expressed in the 
gift to the parents, should be implied in the gift to the 
issue. In Re Wildman’s Trust, 13. & H. 299 (1860), Vice- 
Chancellor Wood considered the bequest to be an inde- 
pendent gift to the issue, and refused to import words of 
contingency. A similar conclusion was arrived at in Pell’s 
Trust, 9 W.R. 783; 8 De G. F. & J. 291 (1861), where, in a 
case of independent gift Lord Justice Turner approved of 
the decision of Vice-Chancellor Stuart in the court below. 
Lord Justice Knight-Bruce still adhered to the principle 
of his decision in Macgregor v. Macgregor. In Humfrey 
v. Humfrey, 10 W. R. 286; 2 Dr. & Sm. 49 (1862), Vice- 
Chancellor Kindersley considered himself bound by pre- 
vious authorities to hold that in a case of independent gift 
to issue those who predeceased their own parent, as well as 
the tenant for life, were excluded. Lastly, in Corvie’s Will, 
82 Beav. 426, and Holgate v. Jennings, 5 N. R. 120, the pre- 
sent Master of the Rolls, in cases of substitutionary gifts, 
approved and followed the decision of Lord Justice 
Knight-Bruce in Macgregor v. Macgregor. The result of 
the consideration of these authorities is that Lord 
Justice Knight-Bruce considers that the words of contin- 
gency expressed in the gift to the parents ought to be 
implied in the gift to the children, whether the gift be, 
in form, independent or substitutionary ; that Sir John 
Romilly considers that they ought to be implied in cases 
of purely substitutionary gifts ; that Lord Langdale was 
of opinion that they ought not to be implied in cases of 
substitutionary gifts ; that Vice-Chancellor Leach, Vice- 
Chancellor Shadwell, Vice-Chancellor Parker, Lord 
Justice Turner, Vice-Chancellors Kindersley, Stuart, and 
Wood have decided against the implication in cases of 
independent gifts; but that Vice-Chancellor Wood 
doubted the propriety of extending this decision to the 
case of gifts by way of substitution. 

Vice-Chancellor Kindersley has decided, in the prin- 
cipal cases, that in gifts of the character in question, 
there is no distinction between (so-called) independent 
and substitutionary gifts, but that words of contingency 
pointing to the necessity of surviving the period of dis- 
tribution, which are expressed in the bequests of the 
parents, are not to be implied in the bequests to the 
issue. We trust that the decision in this respect will be 
acquiesced in, and that this point may be considered as 
now settled. 











COMMON LAW. 


GENERAL AVERAGE — CONTRIBUTORY INTERESTS — 
FREIGHT PAID In ADVANCE, 
Trayes v. Worms, 13 W. R. 898, 

The doctrine of general average possesses very great 
interest not only for the lawyer but also, and chiefly, for 
its relations to the philosophy of trade. It is, of course, 
as old as the first rise of maritime commerce, and was so 
well known to the Romans that any sudden loss was 
termed by them jactura, which is the Latin term for a 
jettison of cargo. General average consists of two great 
varieties, viz., general average sacrifices of a portion 
of the cargo at risk, and general average expenditures 
of money or property not at risk. ‘The latter description 
of outlay is acharge upon the owners of ship, freight, and 
cargo, no matter whether the adventure terminate pros- 
perously or not. General average sacrifices, on the con- 
trary, are not paid for by the owners either of ship 
freight or cargo, except in proportion to the value of 
their respective interests that are safe at the end of the 
voyage. What property should contribute to a general 
average sacrifice one should think, ought, therefore, be 
easily ascertainable on first principles. This, however, 
is not realized in point of fact. On the contrary, the 
greatest diversity of opinions exists as to what losses 
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are general average, and what are particular aver- 
age; or, in other words, what loss or damage to a 
portion of the cargo or ship is to be contributed for by 
the other owners of the ship and cargo, or what loss or 
damage must be borne solely by the owner of the pro- 
perty injured. 

The Social Science Association had its attention some 
years ago directed to this question, and from the papers 
read before the Society it appears that not only is our 
law of general average different from the American 
and continental rules on the same subject, but, in point 
of fact, Hull differs in its general average category from 
Liverpool, which differs from London, and even in each 
of these cities different average staters form different 
estimates of the losses so to be allowed for, and of the 
interests which should contribute for these losses. These 
diversities are very hurtful to the interests of navigation, 
because if the master knows that if he puts into a Dutch 
port he will be allowed, in general average, for a loss 
which the ship has sustained, which would be regarded 
only as particular average in a British or French port, he 
will often be inclined to deflect from his proper course, 
in order to touch ata Dutch port for the purpose of 
having the general average adjusted there. Average 
staters are, consequently, tempted to make the category 
of general average losses as comprehensive as possible, 
both for their own sakes and that of their country, as 
masters would be thus inclined to put in there upon every 
trifling pretext, more especially as wages and expenses in 
a port of refuge, are (inter alia) general average losses 
according to the codes of most nations. The Social 
Science Association convened a meeting of delegates 
from the leading nations of the world in i861, and again 
in 1862, to consider the subject of general average; and 
a series of resolutions were adopted by the congress, not, 
indeed unanimously, but by majorities. These resolu- 
tions were embodied in a general average bill, which was 
prepared under the supervision of the association, and 
was intended to be confided to Mr. Lindsay. For some 
reason, of which we are ignorant, however, the associa- 
tion have latterly neglected the subject, et adhue sub 
judice lis est. 

There are not many questions of gencral average 
brought before courts of law. Average staters appear to 
be supreme in the matter, and their adjustment is gene- 
rally regarded as final. Such cases as do come before our 
tribunals usually relate to the contributory interests. 
General average losses are of very frequent ovcurrence, 
but are generally of so trifling a value, that the party 
sought to be charged prefers payment to audience of the 
judges. A jettison, indeed, is sometimes made of cargo 
to a great amount, levandw navis causd ; but such a loss 
is regarded by every stater as general average, and no 
question, consequently, is ever argued in court respecting 
it. Minor and more frequent cases of general 
average losses are breakage and leakage of cargo, fire on 
board, injury from press of sail when used to escape a 
storm or capture by an enemy, cutting away a mast, and 
port-charges in a port of refuge. These expenses, except 
when heavy, are rarely disputed. We are inclined to 
think, however, that most of them are ill gal, and that 
if the point were brought to a test by an action, the 
judges would disallow many of the items now submitted 
to as general average losses, and would compel the ship's 
owner alone to undergo all the expenses, not only inci- 
dental to the ordinary wear and tear of the ship, but con- 
sequent on the ordinary prosecution of the voyage. 

We may here observe that the phrase “general 
average” in treatises on marine insurance means, not 
only general average losses properly so called, which are 
conributed for by the owners of ship, freight, and cargo 
only if the adventure terminate successfully, but also 
a general average expendituye, which is to be con- 
tributed for rateably by ship, freight, and cargo, no 
matter whether the voyage be successful or not; 
while a third meaning of the term is that of gene- 
ral average contribution. It is always easy, how- 





ever, to infer from the context whether the terms are 
used to denote, in the particular passage, a sacrifice, ex- 
penditure, or contribution. 

It was decided, in Zicks v. Shield, 5 W. R. 536; 7 E. & B. 
633, that a payment made in advance by a charterer was 
a payment on account of freight, and not a loan to the 
shipowner, on the ground that it was subject to 
insurance. But this rule, even prior to the decision in 
the principal case, required much qualification, and though 
the case was strongly relied upon for the defendant, 
it is not an adequate exposition of any rule of general 
average—no question of general average having arisen 
in Hicks v. Shield. The question what interest is to 
contribute is in every case to be determined by the 
fact of such interest being at risk in the adventure 
or not. If it was at risk, then it contributes; if it was 
not exposed to any hazard, then it is exempt. A general 
average expense is precisely of the same nature as an 
insurance by A. at the implied request of B. But if B. 
has no interest at risk, of course no request from him to 
A. to insure can be implied. This doctrine is simple 
enough when stated in an abstract form; but in the 
principal case it was not so easy of application. The 
defendant chartcred a ship of the plaintiff’s on the 
agreement that the freight was to be paid in advance, 
less the cost of insurance to be effected by the charterer 
at the ship’s expense, and less a certain portion of the 
freight, which was only to be paid at the termination of 
the voyage. The ship sustained damage on the voyage, 
and expenses, which were general average charges, 
were incurred in repairing her. The plaintiffs now sought 
to be recouped these general average expenses by the 
defendant guead the freight; the charterer had already 
liquidated the general average expenses as regarded the 
cargo. The solution of the point depended on the rule 
already stated by us, viz., that he was liable for general 
average, in respect of the freight, only if it was at his 
risk, The Court held that the freight was at his risk, 
because, by the terms of the charterparty, it was not to be 
returned, no matter whether the voyage was completed 
or not. The charterer was thus virtually a purchaser of 
a portion of the freight. As between him and the ship- 
owner, therefore, the advance of the freight was at the 
risk of the charterer. But he had a remedy over it 
against the underwriters, as between whom and himself 
he had no interest in the freight or cargo. The decision 
in the principal case shows that the rule in Hicks v. 
Shield is not to be strictly construed, but is dependant 
for its meaning upon the more general question, at whose 
risk is the interest sought to be charged with contribution. 

A point in general average Jaw that is sometimes at- 
tended with much complexity is the value at which a 
contributory interest is to be estimated; whether, for 
instance, cargo is to be assessed according to its value at 
the port of shipment, or according to the price it will 
fetch at the port of destination, or at the port where the 
adjustment of the general average is made. The freight 
in the present case would appear to be liable in proportion 
to the amount advanced; but if the suit had been between 
the insurer and the underwriters, the freight would have 
been liable to its whole amount, minus the amount of 
any sums which might be received on part of the policy 
up to the termination of the voyage, if the insurance 
was on time and not for the whole voyage as a single 
risk. 


COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
(Before the Lorp CHANCELLOR.) 

July 19.—Ex parte the Attorney-General ; Re Graham.— 
Mr. Bagley said in this case the respondent, Mr. Graham, 
asked that the case should be allowed to stand over three 
weeks. But this delay really meant standing over to the 
next term. The inquiry involved the payment by Mr. 
Graham of the large sum of £2,240, It was an information 
on the citation of the Attorney-General against Mr. Graham, 
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one of the official assignees of the Court of Bankruptcy, 
calling on him to pay a sum of £2,500, an alleged deficiency 
in his accounts. The notices were founded on affidavits 
charging him with items amounting in number to more, than 
900, and required the examinations of books of accounts 
extending over several years, and it was impossible for Mr. 
Graham, within the time allowed, to go over those books, 
and bring the case forward in a proper manner. He was 
in a position to show that the matter was one in which he 
ae justify all the items with a very trifling exception, 
but the accounts were so complicated that it would be im- 
possible to prepare the necssary affidavits in less time than 
three or four weeks. 

Mr. Sargood said he was in this case with his learned 
friend, the Attorney-General, and Mr. Miller ; but with the 
concurrence of his lordship the case was instituted by the 
Chief Registrar of the Court of Bankruptcy. He needed only 
to add, those proceedings had been brought in the discharge 
of a public duty, and the only question was whether his 
lordship thought the case should be heard before the rising 
of the Court. The question to be discussed was the mode 
of calculation in auditing the accounts of the official 
assignee. Very probably the decision to which his lord- 
ship would come would guide the Chief Registrar, and it 
was a matter, unless his lordship thought proper, in which 
as little delay as possible should take place. Let the 
Lord Chancellor give an order to the Chief Registrar, 
with a view of ascertaining the terms of the late enactment, 
and whether the regulations and rules under it had been 
strictly followed, and they would be satisfied. The report 
which had been directed to be made might cause the Court 
to take a different mode of dealing with it. Under these 
cireumstances the matter was left to the consideration of the 
Court. Mr. Graham had been examined as to his papers on 
the 6th of February and the 4th of March. Therefore, all 
those matters were well known to him, and every subject of 
importance was mentioned to him. The chief registrar had 
laid this matter before the Attorney-General, and, therefore, 
on the 7th of June a letter was written offering the affidavits 
and the schedules of accounts and a copy of the notice of 
motion to be launched ; if he thought it desirable he might 
have explained the whole matter. But nothing had been 
done down to the 14th of July, when they thought it was 
necessary to serve the notice, and a copy of the affidavit. 
Having regard to the long time it was under Mr. Graham’s 
notice, and the public importance of the matter, not throw- 
ing any imputation on that gentleman, it was their only 
course to apply for the estimates and the accounts, and the 
mode of charging. It would be for his lordship to say what 
should be done. 

The Lorp CiANceLLor.—Could not Mr. Graham be 
ready this day week ? 

Mr. Bagley.—lIf his lordship looked at the affidavits and 
the complexity of the accounts he would see, if Mr. Graham 
were to devote his whole time to it, and with his other 
public duties to perform, it would be quite impossible for 
him to do what was required. A fortnight or three weeks 
would be the most limited time in which it could be done. 
If Mr Graham’s attention had been drawn to it he would 
have been prepared to have come before the Court, but it 
did not come to his knowledge until Friday evening last. 
He then applied to his counsel, and made the affidavit 
which was now before the Court. He swore he wanted no 
delay, but with the view of bringing the whole matter be- 
fore the Court he thought there should be an adjournment. 

The LorbD CHANCELLOR, under the circumstances, thought, 
on the whole, it was but fair that it should stand over until 
the first Saturday in the next term. 

Ordered to stand over accordingly. 

July 20.—Davis v. Shepherd.—Mr. Rolt, Q.C. (Mr. 
Giffard, Q.C., and Mr. Marten with him), asked, on behalf 
of the defendant (and appellant), that this appeal might be 
heard before the full Court. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR.—I understood that no appeals 
have been lately ordered to be heard before the full Court, 
that practice seems to have been abandoned. 

Mr. Rolt admitted that the three judges had never sat to- 
ether during Lord Westbury’s Chancellorship. There was, 
1owever, no arrear of appeals now, and the parties were 

anxious to have the judgment of the full Court. The cause 
need not be heard till Worsaher. 

Mr. James, Q.C. and Mr. Freeling, for the plaintiff (the 
respondent) did not oppose. 

he LorD CHANCELLOR made the order, 





— Green v. Crockett.—This was a case of some inte- 
rest to the profession. 

The original cause arose out of a dispute concerning the 
ownership of certain real estate, and some other property 
which had been paid into Court in the suit. Vice-Chan- 
cellor Stuart made a decree in favour of the defendant, which 
was appealed from. 

On the appeal coming on (on the 6th of May last), before 
Lord Chancellor Westbury, his lordship, without hearing 
the defendant, intimated that he thought the decree eppunied 
from could not stand, and that it would probably be neces- 
sary (subject to anything he might hear from the defendant’s 
counsel) to direct a reference back to the Vice-Chancellor to 
examine the parties orally ; but he pressed upon the parties 
the propriety of agreeing to a reference to some gentleman 
at the bar, and ordered the cause to stand over till the next 
day of his sittings in order that they might have an oppor- 
tunity of taking that course. 

On the 10th of May the cause was mentioned again, when 
it appeared that the parties would not agree upon a referee, 
and it was ordered that the cause should stand over till the 
first day of Trinity Term (1st June) in order that the leading 
council on both sides should, if possible, come to some ar- 
rangement. 

On the 19th May the defendant’s solicitor wrote to the 
plaintiff's solicitor the following letter :— 

‘It is the wish of Mr. Crockett that the matter be left to 
Mr. Malins and Mr. Jessel to say what course should be 
adopted for the termination of these suits. Are you pre- 
pared to instruct Mr. Jessel accordingly.” 

This proposal having been assented to, Mr. Malins and 
Mr. Jessel met in consultation on the 5th of June, and 
agreed to draft minutes of decree. 

On the 9th of June the causes were again mentioned; when 
Mr. Malins stated that his client (the defendant) dissented 
from the terms to which he had agreed, and asked that the 
causes should stand over again that he might communicate 
further with his client. This was acceded to. The causes 
were mentioned again on June 14th, when it appeared that 
the defendant still refused to confirm the compromise and 
Mr. Malins and his junior threw up their briefs. The plain- 
tiff now presented a petition to have the decree drawn up in 
accordance with the agreement. 

Mr. Jessell, Q.C., and Mr. A. Z. Miller, appeared for the 
petitioner ; Mr. Cole, Q.C., and Mr. Jnce, for the respon- 
dent. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR said that he could not look upon 
this as a consent by counsel in court to a particular order, and 
therefore conld not enforce it summarily. The petition must 
stand over till the hearing of the appeal, when he would deal 
with the costs of it when he knew more of the merits. He 
expressed no opinion whether the agreement was binding or 
not as an award, but it was not such a consent by counsel as 
could be enforced in this way. 


(Before the MASTER OF THE ROLLs.) 

July 19.—Jessop v. Sheffield Waterworks Company.—This 
was a bill filed by the Mayor of Sheffield, in his capacity of 
chairman of the executive committee for the relief of suf- 
ferers by the Sheffield inundation. The circumstances under 
which the bill was filed were peculiar, and are shortly as 
follows :— 

The Sheffield Waterworks Company was incorporated by 
a special Act of Parliament in 1853, and by section 68 of 
their Act the company was declared liable to pay all costs 
and damages incurred or caused in respect of the failure of 
its embankments, &c. On the 11th of March, 1864, the 
embankment of the great reservoir of the company gave 
way, and the whole surrounding district was flooded, the 
populous town of Sheffield being one of the chief sufferers ; 
no less than 240 persons lost their lives, and the tools, 
shops, houses, and household goods belonging to a large 
munber of poor persons, were swept away and destroyed. 
The present plaintiff, Thomas Jessop, Esq., then as now 
mayor of Sheffield, at once called a meeting of the inhabi- 
tants of the town to consult with him as to the relief of the 
sufferers, and it was determined that a committee should be 
formed. This committee was called the executive committee, 
and in connection with it fourteen other committees were 
formed, eleven of which ‘were district committees, and the 
rest working men’s tool, clothing, and sanitary committees, all 
working in unison with the common purpose of relieving the 
sufferers, The mayor of Sheffield then wrote to the mayors of 
the different cities, boroughs and towns in the kingdozi, 
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asking for contributions in aid of the sufferers, and large 
sums were received in answer. Several of the subscribers, 
it was alleged, expressed a wish that the money should not 
be applied in aid of the waterworks company. The sum 
in the hands of the committee amounted in the whole to 
upwards of £20,000, and in its distribution among the suf- 
ferers the committee took from each of them a legal assign- 
ment of their claim for compensation from the waterworks 
company, having first given notice to the company of their in- 
tention, and no objection having been made to their so doing. 
The relief was distributed ae og among artisans and 
the poorer class of shopkeepers who had lost their goods or 
any article by the use of which they obtained their living. 
Nearly 500 persons received relief on the above terms, all 
of them signing a schedule annexed toa printed deed of 
assignment. This deed was in the following form :—The 
persons whose names were in the schedule were described as 
of the first part, and Mr. Jessop of the second part. There 
was then a recital of the loss caused to the assignors by the 
inundation, and of their belief as to their right to compen- 
sation. The deed then went on to say that whereas the 
assignors had offered to sell to Mr. Jessop all their right 
and title to compensation from the company in considera- 
tion of the sum named in the schedule, they did thereby 
assign and transfer all their claims and demands, both at law 
and in equity, and their rights of action in respect of any 
compensation which they might have against the Sheffield 
Waterworks Company t> Mr. Jessop and his assigns abso- 
lutely for his and their own benefit, without any account or 
satisfaction to be thereafter rendered to them (the assignors) 
concerning the same. The defendant Hinchcliffe was a por- 
ter in Sheffield, and his wife, at the date of the inundation, 
carried on a small grocery business in that town. Damage 
was done to him to the extent of £109 11s, This he claimed 
in full before the Sheffield Inundation Commissioners, who 
were appointed under a special Act to liquidate and settle 
the claims against the waterworks company, and they had 
allowed his claim. Hinchcliffe had received the sum of 
£55 as relief from the executive relief committee, and had 
signed the deed of assignment ; but he now claimed to 
receive the whole amount of his claim from the company 
in pursuance of the certificate of the commissioners. The 
plaintiff, as chairman of the executive committee, furnished 
the company with a list of the persons who signed the deed 
of assignment, and claimed that the amounts due to them 
should be paid to him in the first instance, in order that 
what was due to him might be satisfied, and the rest, if any, 
handed over by him to the claimants. The question now 
was whether the company would be justified and safe in so 
doing. ‘The present case was one of a class which would be 
determined by it. It was urged on the part of the defen- 
dant Hinchclifle—first, that the deed of assignment was 
invalid on the face of it for ‘‘maintenance ;’”" secondly, that 
the persons subscribing money for the relief of the Sheffield 
sufferers never intended that it should be used for the pur- 
chase of the suferers’ rights to compensation; thirdly, that 
Hincheliffe was a common man, and did not know what he 
was signing, but thought he was only signing a receipt 
for the money advanced to him. There was no pretence that 
the committee intended to make a profit out of the transfer. 

Mr. Selwyn, Q.C., Mr. Manisty, Q.C., Mr. Chapman 
Barber and Mr. Lindley were for plaintiff; Mr. Baggallay, 
Q.C., and Mr. Charles Hall, were for the defendant Hineh- 
cliffe; Mr. Bagshawe appeared for the Sheffield Waterworks 
Company. 

At the conclusion of the arguments his Honour reserved 
his judgment. 

July 20.—The Master or THE Rowis gave judgment 
to-day, and said that the plaintiff was clearly entitled 
to have the benefit of the assignment as a security for 
the money he had advanced to Hinchcliffe ; that person's 
claim against the company was a matter of contract, and 
was assignable. He was quite satisfied upon the evidence 
that all parties understood that the assignment was to be 
made ; he therefore would order the company to pay the 
whole amount to the plaintiff on his undertaking to pay the 
balance to Hinchclitfe, after deducting the £5 5s. advanced 
by them. He presumed that the plaintiff would not ask for 
costs. 

Mr. Selwyn.—We only wish to deter other persons from 
raising the same objections. 

The Master oF THE Routs.—If any other person, under 
the same circumstances, resists the plaintiff’s claim, I shall 
certainly make him pay all the costs. 





(Before Vice-Chancellor K1nDERSLEY.) 

July 19.—Windham v. Bugg.—Mrs. Windham again.—- 
This was a bill filed to obtain a declaration that under 
the circumstances mentioned in the bill, Mrs. Windham, 
the wife ot William Frederick Windham, late of Felbrigg 
Hall, is entitled to a sum of £5,000. In 1862 Mr. and 
Mrs. Windham contemplated separation, and it was 
arranged between them that a sum of £5,000, part of 
a sum of £20,000, the property of Mr. Windham, should 
be transferred to trustees for her separate use. This 
was done, and by the deed the proceeds of the fund were 
to be paid to Mrs. Windham for her separate use. A 
power of appointment was given to her by will only, 
aud in case she made no will then the fund was to go 
to her next of kin. Mrs. Windham declared that this 
provision in the deed, as to the next of kin, was unwarranted, 
and that she gave no instructions for it, and Mr. and Mrs. 
Windham having subsequently cohabited, the deed became 
void as between them, and the trustees would have been 
justified in handing over the fund to Mrs. Windham but 
for the clause regarding the next of kin. When Mr. and 
Mrs. Windham married the estates were charged with £800 
a-year in her favour. She sold her interest for £20,000, 
and this £5,000 was part of that sum, and it was now 
sought to have this sum paid over to hee for her 
separate use, 

Mr. Baily, Q.C., and Mr. Karslake, appeared for Mrs. 
Windham; Mr. JesseZ, Q.C., and Mr. Everett, for the 
trustees : the assignee in bankruptcy of Mr. Windham made 
no claim to the fund. 

The Vice-CHANCELLOR made the order, but said he should 
require an affidavit of service on Mr. Windham’s assignee. 





COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Registrar Pepys.) 

July 15.—Jn re the Hon. Richard Augustus Bethell.-—An 
adjourned meeting for choice of assignees was held under the 
failure of the Hon. Richard Augustus Bethell, described as 
of Standon, Middlesex, barrister-at-law. 

Mr. Chidley appeared as solicitor to the petition ; Mr. 
Lawrance and Mr. Beswick for creditors; and Mr. Bagley 
and Mr. Sargood for the bankrupt. 

Several proofs of debt in respect of ‘‘ differences” on 
stock exchange transactions having been tendered and ad- 
mitted, a proof was tendered by Mr. P. R. Welch, registrar 
of the Court of Bankruptcy, Leeds, for £1,089 17s., money 
lent to the bankrupt, and interest thereon. Mr. Welch de- 
posed to four several advances to Mr. Bethell, the first, of 
£500, on the 6th May, 1864; the second, of £200, on the 
11th September, 1864, by bank post bill; the third, £50, 
on the 17th February, 1865; and the fourth on the 25th 
February, 1865, £300. He produced an acknowledgment 
signed by the bankrupt for the whole amount. On the 28th 
July, 1864, he was appointed registrar. He was on circuit 
at the time of his appointment. 

Mr. Lawrance asked did Mr. Bethell promise to exercise 
his influence in order to obtain that appointment for you ? 

Mr. Chidley objected to the question, but 

Mr. Welch said he was quite prepared to answer it. 

Mr. Lawrence then asked : Were you not indebted to Mr. 
Bethell’s influence for your appointment. 

Mr. Welch.—I do not think I was; on the contrary, I 
had the very best testimonials from men at the bar. 

Proof admitted. 

In answer to a question by Mr. Lawrance to the bankrupt 
as to whether he had kept a cash-book, he replied emphati- 
eally, ‘* Certainly not.” 

Mr. Lawrance then gave notice that he should require the 
bankrupt to file a cash-account for the two years preceding 
the date of the adjudication. 

Mr. Attenborough, the petitioning creditor, and Mr. 
James Powell, Merchant, of Islington, having been appointed 
assignees, the proceedings terminated, protection being 
given to the bankrupt until the next sitting. 





ASSIZE INTELLIGENCE. 
WESTERN Crrcvir. 
SALISBURY, 

The commission for the Wilts assizes was formally opened 
in this city on Wednesday last. Both learned judges, Mr. 
Justice Keating and Mr. Justice Willes, arrived about half- 
past two o'clock from Winchester, and immediately pro- 
ceeded to the Crown Court, were the commission was opencd. 
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The trial of the prisoners commenced on Thursday, but 
that of Constance Kent, forthe murder of her brother, Francis 
Saville Kent, was by arrangement taken yesterday. The ex- 
citement with reference to the case is very great, it being 
generally understood that on the solicitation of her friends 
the prisoner has consented to plead not guilty, and that an 
attempt will be made to set aside the confession on the 
ground of insanity produced by religious monomania. The 
prisoner was brought over from Devizes gaol on Tuesday 
night by Mr. Alexander, the governor of the prison there, 
and lodged in the county gaol in this city. Her father and 
other relatives have also arrived in the city, and on Wed- 
nesday morning were in close consultation with Mr. Cole- 
ridge, Q.C., and Mr. Edlin, of Bristol, the counsel retained 
for the defence. The prosecution, it is understood, was 
conducted by Mr. Karslake, Q.C., and Mr. Lopez, but we 
have not yet received any particulars, 

The Under-Sheriff, Mr. J. Phillips, of Chippenham, has been 
ever since the reception of the Judges, busily engaged in re- 
gulating the admissions to the court, which isa particularly 
small, ill-contrived, and ill-ventilated room, hardly capable, 
if everything were moved out of it, of holding 200 people. 
The press arrangements are of a very limited character, ac- 
comodation being provided for twelve reporters only ; six 
seats whereof were reserved for the metropolitan press. It was 
thought the case would have been brought on when least ex- 
pected, in order to avoid crowding the court, but that course 
was not adopted. The case was tried by Mr. Justice Willes, 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


SALE OF GOODWILL. 

Sir,—In purchasing a share in a solicitor’s practice, what 
is the usual number of years’ purchase required on the 
amount of the annual income to be received, and is this 
the same when the incoming partner does ail or only a pro- 
portionate share of the work ? 

An answer from any of your readers will oblige 

duly 20, N. Y. N. 





Fire Insurance Duty. 

Sir,—A short time since, but before the passing of 28 
Vict. ec. 80, a client of mine effected an insurance against 
fire for a term of years, and paid thereon a large sum for 
duty. ‘ 

The above Act provides for a reduction of the duty by 
one-half, but is silent as to any return on policies, as in my 
ease. 

Can I by any means get the proportion of duty back ? 

Fink EArer. 





Moore, McQueen, & Co. (LIMITED). 

Sir,—My attention has been drawn to your remarks 

relative to this company, and, as [ am anxious that you and 
others should know the facts of the case, I shall be glad if 
you will find room for these few lines. 
” My clients are the owners of copyrights to a very large 
extent, which have cost many thousands of pounds. Those 
copyrights are now being daily infringed in a manner and to 
an extent that surpasses’ belief, and my clients’ property 
openly appropriated by persons who have no manner of right 
t> it, and the directors have thought it their duty to protect 
the property of their shareholders, and have instructed me to 
take such proceedings against persons found pirating as 
counsel might advise. 

In the case of the two pictures in question I proceeded in 
the first instance solely against the publisher and proprietor 
of the periodical, and after proceedings had been taken re- 
ceived a sum for damages from him, together with an under- 
taking not to sell or publish either of the engravings again. 
I hoped I had then succeeded in stopping the sale, but to my 
astonishment found that it was as great or greater than ever. 
I sought the advice of counsel, and acting upon that advice 
I commenced proceedings for injunction against the proprie- 
tor of the periodical and five of the leading wholesale dealers. 
I also sent out eleven notices to smaller retail dealers, and 
afterwards issued writs against five of them. My counsel 
thought, and I think, that looking at the fact that about 
200,000 copies of each engraving had been sold, and that 
there were not only hundreds but thousands of persons 
against whom [ might have proceeded, the number I have 
above mentioned was small, and that there is ao similarity 
between this case and that of Mr, Foxwell. 





Money was not so much the object of my clients as 
stopping the sale, and all they have yet received is the sum 
paid by Mr. Dicks in the action against him, and the 
a they have sustained must have been very consider- 
able. 

It is perfectly true that copies of the engravings in ques- 
tion were published some years ago with the Illustrated 
Times, but the proprietor of that paper had previously paid 
the then owners of the copyright a considerable sum for the 
right to publish the prints with that particular paper ; had 
that course been pursued in the present instance, all trouble 
would have been avoided. CLARENCE Harcourt. 

[We think that Mr. Harcourt has successfully shifted the 
onus which we thought last week lay upon him.—Ep. S. J.] 





EXPENSES OF PROSECUTION. 

Sir,—I have had a prosecution at the assizes at Derby, 
which have just taken place, and have received £2 2s. as 
my fee in the matter. The first class railway fare from my 
office to the assize town and back is I6s. 6d., after payment 
of which I should have the magnificent sum of £1 5s. 6d. 
for preparing the brief, and for two days spent at the assize 
town, and out of which I should have to pay my tavern ex- 
penses. I leave you to guess what profit I should make out 
of the matter. Surely it is time such a state of things was 
put an end to, and by inserting this letter you will lend 
your valuable assistance in doing so. 

ONE WHO LIKES TO BE PAID FOR HI8 Work. 

July 20. 





PIFFARD v. VANRENEN. 

Sir, —There are two articles in the Solicitors’ Journal * on 
Vice-Chancellor Stuart’s decision in Vanrenen v. Piffard. 
The facts are not however correctly stated in either article. 

The suit was by one executor and trustee against the 
other, charging, not wilful default, which might have re- 
coiled on the plaintiff, who had also received assets, but 
actual misconduct. 

Both executors had proved the will in India, and had 
jointly administered the Indian estate. Both of them had 
acted in the administration of the estate in England, and 
were in possession of parts of the English estate, but, at the 
time of filing the bill, Piffard alone had proved the will in 
England, Vanrenen being absent. Vanrenen has since rc- 
turned and proved the will in England also, and it wes 
known that he was about to do so when he applied for the 
summons. 

The testatrix, by her second will, disposed of all her pro- 
perty in England and India (having none elsewhere), upon 
certain trusts for the benefit of Piffard and Louisa Vanrenen 
equally; and then, having disposed of the whole of her pro- 
perty, she constituted Vanrenen residuery legatee. By this 
appointment nothing passed, as the residue was already dis- 
posed of, and it would appear, by the expression in the will, 
to have been intended as a compliment, or, as the testatrix 
was a Scotchwoman, she may have attributed to the expres- 
sion residuary legatee some meaning correspending with that 
of ‘‘ universal legatee”’ in the Roman law. 

The bill sought a general administration, including inci- 
dental relief of various descriptions, which could not be got 
under an administration summons. 

The administration accounts were not really required be- 
tween the parties, as the debts and legacies had long been 
paid, and the questions at issue in the bill affected the resi- 
due only. Ic was, however, necessary to ask for the accounts 
as a matter of form to connect together the other matters as 
to which relief was prayed, and to prevent a demurrer for 
multifariousness. 

The bill was filed on the 11th of January, 1865. Vane 
renen, after appearing to the bill, took out an administration 
summons, not with the object of getting accounts which 
were not required, and which were offered by the bill, but 
with the object of defeating the ulterior relief sought for by 
Piffard, by rendering nugatory the accounts on which that 
ulterior relief was in form based. 

Vice-Chancellor Stuart admitted that the summons was no 
answer to the bill, but did not see why the bill and summons 
should not proceed simultaneously, as the accounts might be 
taken pending the answer to the bill. 

*9 Sol. Jour, 364, 528, 

+ In the goods of Thomas Cole (1861), Sir Cresswell Cresswell dc 
cided that a gift of “all the rest of my property in the £3 per Cent. 
Conso's,” the testator having no other property, did not entit’e the 
legatee to administration as 1:esiduary legatee,—Ep. S. J. 
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Mr. Cust, who see for the plaintiff, objected to this, 
that if it should be thought desirable to introduce a practice 
of taking administration accounts before decree, the plain- 
tiff ought to be at liberty to get an interlocutory order for 
that purpose, but the defendant should not be at liberty to 
take ont of the hands of the plaintiff the conduct of an im- 
portant part of his case, and thus embarrass his movements. 
Surely this objection is well-founded. 

If Vice-Chancellor Stuart’s decision is to be followed, every 
bill for administration will always be exposed to a cross- 
summons by the defendant, unless the plaintiff, on filing his 
bill, takes out a contemporancous summons himself, and 
secures the conduct of the small boat as well as of the large 
ship. This latter course will, in fact, be the prudent course 
to adopt. 

It was also objected that Vanrenen was not a residuary 
legatee, as nothing passed by the residuary bequest. This 
point is, however, of minor importance paca, ewe: to the first 
pat which affects every administration bill that can be 
filed. 

The nature of the fact rendered it necessary that the bill 
should be of considerable length, and 1 can only suppose 
that the reporter, in his desire for information, in a case ap- 
parently involving so small a point, fastened too phere, 8 
on some of the leading features of the case. Even with this 
qualification, however, the report originally commented on 
is more accurate than that recited in the order on the sum- 
nions. A BARRISTER. 





ASSIGNMENT OF PERSONALTY. 

Sir,—By the 22 & 23 Vict. ¢. 35, s. 21, any person shall 
have power to assign personal property directly to himself 
and another person or other persons by the like means as he 
might assign the same to another. 

Will any of your correspondents kindly say whether, in 
practice, the Act is considered to be sufficient to enable any 
number of persons to assign directly to one of themselves. 

Yon will see that this is the converse of the case to be met 
by the Act. My case is a mortgage debt vested in A., B., 
and C.; can A., B., and C, assign directly to B, by virtue of 
the above section ? K. JAMES. 








SCOTLAND. 


COURT OF SESSION—FIRST DIVISION. 

July 15.—Mrs. (Longworth) Yelverton v. Mrs. (Forbes) 
Yelverton.— Parts of a letter of Mrs. Yelverton (the defen- 
der) reflecting on the character of the pursuer, were 
published in the Zxaminer newspaper of January 10, 1863. 
The pursuer, thinking those parts slanderous, raised an 
action of damages against the writer. In order to found 
jurisdiction, she arrested four copies of a book entitled 
** Malacologia Monensis,” of which the late Professor Forbes 
was author, and which was published at his risk by the late 
firm of Carfrae & Son, and handed over by them as 
*author’s stock” to Maclachlan & Stewart, and alleged to 
belong to the defender, his widow, as his residuary 
legatee. The defender pleaded that no jurisdiction was con- 
stituted, in respect that these books did not belong to her; and 
she adduced two witnesses—one of them her uncle, the Rev. 
Mr. Rooke, one of Professor Forbes’ executors—to prove 
that at the time of his death his estate was insolvent, and 
that, as residuary legatee, her share would be ‘not a farth- 
ing ; none whatever.” 

Lord Jerviswoode held that the pursuer had failed to] rove 
that the books belonged to the defender: and to-day the 
Court adhered, chiefly on the ground that the true owners of 
the books were Professor Forbes’ executors, and that the di- 
rect relation of debtor and creditor did not exist between the 
defender and Machlachlan & Stewart. 

Counsel for the Pursuer—Mr, Campbell Smith and Mr. 
Maclennan, 

Counsel for the Defender—Mr, Gordon and Mr. Miller. 


SECOND DIVISION. 

July 18.—Custody of Children.—tin a petition presented 
by a lady who is living separate from her husband, under a 
voluntary contract of separation, for access to her children, 
the Lord Justice-Clerk, to-day, made some important re- 
marks. The judgment of the Court proceeded upon a 
judicial offer by the husband either to pay the petitioner the 
expense of her going to see her children, or, if the children 
chose, their expenses in travelling to see their mother. 








The Lord Justice-Clerk said—This is a matter which re- 
quires very delicate handling, all the moreso as no objection 
has been stated to the competency of this petition. 1 donot 
give any opinion as to the competency, but I think it is 
matter of great doubt. The husband and wife are living 
separate, not in virtue of any decree, but of their own free 
will, The young men to whom the Court is asked to ordain 
the respondent to give the petitioner access, though minors 
puberes, remain unforisfamiliated, and are maintained by 
their father. They have not that independent choice 
which a minor whose father is dead has, or as a minor 
who is forisfamiliated. Still these young men, who 
have reached the age of fifteen and seventeen respec- 
tively, have a considerable action of choice, and it is im- 
possible to deal with an application of this kind as one 
would do with an application in reference to children still 
of the age of pupilage.* That is one peculiarity. The other 
peculiarity—of the husband and wife living separate—would 
bevery embarrassing if one had to deal with this application on 
the matter of competency, because the proper home of this 
wife is in her husband’s house. The husband may assign to 
her a place of residence which would become his own. But 
it is unnecessary to pursue those difficulties further, beeause 
all embarrassment i been avoided by the minute which 
has now been lodged. The arrangement proposed by it is a 
perfectly reasonable arrangement, and nothing more could 
in reason, [ do not say in law, be asked by the petitioner. 
These young men are absent from home, and are to be still 
more so, in prosecuting their education or in the pursuit of 
some profession ; and if they have free access to visit their 
mother if they wish, I think nothing more on her part could 
be deSired, the father providing the necessary travelling ex- 
penses. In these circumstances I am for refusing the prayer 
of this petition. 

Petition refused in respect of the husband's offer. 

Counsel for petitioner—Mr. Shand. 

Counsel for respondent—Mr. Gifford. 


—- Lanbv. Magistrates of Jedburgh, &c.—The pursuer, 
Peter Lamb, here sues the Magistrates and Town Council 
of Jedburgh, and the keeper of the prison of Jed- 
burgh, for the payment of a debt due to the pursuer by 
his debtor, John Lamb, who had, under the pursuer’s dili- 
gence, been incarcerated in the prison of Jedburgh, the 
ground of liability alleged against the defenders being 
their improper liberation of the debtor from prison. The 
debtor was incarcerated on 12th December, 1862, there 
being lodged at the same time by the pursuer with the 
keeper of the prison 10s. for the aliment of the debtor, as 
required by the Act 6 Geo. 4, c.62. On 16th December, the 
debtor was, under the Act of Grace, 1696, c. 32, allowed 
by the magistrates’ aliment as from the date of his incarcera- 
tion at the rate of 10d. per day. This was intimated 
to the pursucr on the same day, and by the Act of Grace 
the pursuer had ten days from the date of intimation to 
lodge the aliment, before the debtor could be liberated by 
the magistrates. The order for aliment contained a certifi- 
cation, that unless the aliment was lodged, or security 
granted therefore within ten days after intimation, making 
allowance for the 10s. lodged at incarceration, the debtor 
would be set at liberty. On the evening of the 24th of 
December, after the 10s. of aliment lodged at incarceration, 
was exhausted, the debtor, upon a certificate to that effect 
by the keeper of the prison, was liberated under a warrant 
of one of the bailies. It was not disputed by the pursuer 
that under the 6 Geo. 4, c. 62, the aliment was to be ap- 
plied as from the day of incarceration, and that the aliment 
lodged at incarceration had been exhausted before the libera- 
tion of the debtor. But it was contended that under the 
Act of Grace, and the terms of the magistrate’s order award- 
ing aliment, he was entitled to ten days as from the date of 
intimation of that order—viz., until the 26th December— 
within which to lodge additional aliment, and therefore 
that the debtor had been improperly liberated on the 
24th December. The pursuer relied on a series of de- 
cided cases, establishing the liability of magistrates and 
town councils for the escape or improper liberation 
of civil debtors from prison, the latest of these being the 
case of Gibb v. The Magistrates of Hamilton, 13th November, 
1833 (12 Shaw, p. 28), under which it was held that, al- 
though not personally liable, the magistrates and council 
were liable in their corporate capacity, notwithstanding that 
the order for liberation was granted by only one of the 
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bailies, and upon a false certificate by the keeper of the ex- | will be before us, demonstrations of large parties of armed 


haustion of the aliment. It was there also held that there 
was no direct action against the keeper, who was only re- 
sponsible to the magistrates in any action of relief they 
might bring against him. 
management of prisons and the custody of prisoners, civil 


and criminal, were transferred to the gencral and local | 
prison boards, and the magistrates of royal burghs relieved | 
The Act excepted | 


from all responsibility in regard thereto. 
from its provisions the law as to the aliment of civil 
debtors. By the Act 7 & 8 Vict. c, 34, there was 
conferred on the sheriffs the same powers and jurisdiction 
as were possessed by imagistrates of royal burghs with 
regard to the aliment and liberation of civil debtors. 
It was pleaded for the magistrates of Jedburgh that 
before the passing of the Act 2 & 8 Vict. ¢. 32, the 
ground of their liability for the escape or improper libera- 
tion of civil debtors was their obligation as keeper's of 
prisons for the safe custody of prisoners ; that having been 
relieved by the Act referred to of that duty and responsi- 
bility, the former ground of liability no longer existed ; 
and that, as they now administered the Act of Grace for the 
aliment of prisoners, not as keepers of prisons, but as judges, 
they were not liable for any error committed in that character, 
any more than a sheriff would be under 7 & 8 Vict. ¢c. 34, 
unless on the grounds of inalice or want of probable cause. 
Besides, the magistrates were cutitled to act on the certificate 
of the keeper that the aliment was exhausted ; and fur- 
ther, if there was still any liability on the magistrates, it lay 
with the individual magistrate who granted the warrant of 
liberation, while this was an action to make the corporation 
and corporate funds of the burgh liable for the act of an indi- 
vidual magistrate. For the keeper it was pleaded that there 
was no action against him competent at the instance of the pur- 
suer and that he was justified in certifying the fact (which was 
not disputed) that the aliment was exhausted, the responsi- 
bility of acting upon that warrant being with the magistrates. 
The Lord Ordinary (Mure) assoilzied all the defenders ; and 
to-day the Court, after hearing the pursuer’s counsel, but 
without calling on the defenders’ counsel, adhered to that 
judgment, holding that the magistrates of burghs, being no 
longer keepers of prisons, were no longer liable for the custody 
of prisoners, and that the magistrates and council, in their 
corporate capacity—or in other words, the community or 
common good of a burgh—were not liable for the act of any 
individual magistrate, the keeper of the prison heing assoil- 
zied on the ground that at the time he granted his certificate 
the aliment was, in point of fact, exhausted. 

Counsel for the pursuer—Mr, G. H. Pattison, and Mr, 
Watson. 

Counsel for the magistrates of Jedburgh—Mr. Patton, and 
Mr. Millar. 

Counsel for the Keeper of Prison—Mr. Nevay. 

Miss Loneworrtn v, “Sarurpay Review.” 

The following issue has been agreed upon for trial in this 
action for damages :—‘‘ It being admitted that the defenders 
are proprietors and publishers of the Saturday Review, and 
that, in that paper on the 30th July, 1864, an article was 
published by them entitled ‘The Yelverton Case,’ and ex- 
pressed in the terms contained in the schedule hereunto an- 
nexed—Whether the whole or any part of the said article is 
of and concerning the pursuer, and falsely and calumniously 
represents the pursuer as being a disreputable and im 
modest person, to the loss, injury, and damage of the pur- 
suer? Damages laid at £3,000,” 





IRELAND. 
Irish Ponrrics AND CRIME. 

The following admirable observations were made by Mr. 
Baron Fitzgerald in his charge to the grand jury of the County 
Armagh:—‘‘ I deeply regret to find that, for the eases which 
may be tried at these assizes, there are no less than 
four, all of them eases of considerable seriousness, in which 
the offences charged appear to have originated from the 
party divisions by which, owing to our religious differences, 
the country is distracted. In the name of these religious 
differences these flagrant violations of public law and of 
private charity have been committed. Nor is this all, 
because, gentlemen, I find from the return of your county 
inspector, that in no less than five eases in which no parties 


By the Act 2 & 3 Vict. ¢. 42, the | ! t ) 
| make a demonsiration which is offensive to the other; and 








men—some of them of one party and some of them of 


' another -- have taken place since the last assizes for_your 


county — demonstrations of armed men, as far as I can 
conceive, singly and only with the object by one party to 


this miserable gratification of offending their ie, sagt is 
purchased by that danger to life which experience has shown 
to have so often resulted from these demonstrations. No 
doubt, gentlemen, the differences of religion between us are 
real and important differences; but when we remember that 
we are all agreed in this—that the law laid down by the 
Founder of our common religion is a law of charity, and that He 
has denounced not merely injurious acts, but injurious words, 
with a strength of denunciation never known in the world 
before—we might hope, however difficult it is to allude to a 
subject of that kind in this place, that if such topics were 
urged with the zeal, consistency, and earnestness with which 
I take the liberty of saying they ought to be by the ministers 
of both religions, they would hardly fail to produce some 
considerable effect upon their flocks.” 


Courr oF ComMoN PLEAs. 

After three days’ investigation the case of the Rev. Charles 
Jones vy. Lord Lifford was brought to a conclusion. It was 
an action to recover damages for libel alleged to be con- 
tained in «a memorial to the Lord Bishop of Derry, praying 
for the removal of the plaintiff from the curacy of St, Anne’s 
Chapel of case in the parish of Donoughmore, county 
Donegal, on the estate of the noble defendant, on the ground 
that he was preaching mistaken doctrines. Lord Lifford was 
examined, and swore that he had no malice in conveying the 
memorial to the bishop, and that he was influenced in so 
doing solely by a sense of duty. The jury found a verdict 
for the plaintitl, £400 damages. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE INNS OF COURT EXAMINATION—Juty, 1865. 


The council have awarded the following exhibitions ; to 
endure for two years:— 

Constitutional Law and Legal History—Samuel Poynter, 
M.T., £30. 

Jurisprudence, Civil and International Law—Alfred Cla- 
ribeaux Curlewis, L.1., £30. 

Equity—Charles H. Anderson, I.T., £30; T. De Courcy 
Atkins, M.T., £20. 

The Common Law — John Ewart, M.T., £30; Fdwyn 
Jones, G.I., £20. 

The Law of Real Property, &e.—John Ewart, M.T., £30; 
Edward Ford, L.1., £20. 

EXAMINATION FOR CALL TO THE BAR. 
MicuariMas TERM, 1865, 

The Council of Legal Education have approved of the fol- 
lowing rules for the public examination of the students :-— 

Kach student will be required to enter his name at the 
treasurer's office of the inn of court to which he belongs, on 
or before Monday, 23rd October, and to state in writing 
whether he intends to compete for a studentship or honour- 
able distinction ; or is merely desirous of obtaining a certi- 
ficate, 

The examination will be held on Monday, Tuesday, and 
Wednesday, the 30th and 31st October, and lst November, 
1865, and will be conducted by printed questions in the fol- 
lowing order :—Monday, 9.30 a.m., Constitutional Law and 
Legal History ; 1.30. p.m., Equity. Tuesday, 9.30. a.m., 
Common Law; 1.30. p.m., Real Property Law, &. Wed- 
nesday, 9.30. a.m., Jurisprudence and the Civil Law ; 1.30. 
p-m., General Paper. 

A separate oral examination will be conducted in the same 
order, during the same hours, and on the same subjects, ex- 
cept that on Wednesday afternoon there will be no oral ex- 
amination. 

A student may present himself at any number of exami- 
nations until he shall have obtained a certificate. 

Any student who shall obtain a certificate may present 
himself a second time at the general examination imme- 
diately succeeding ; provided that if any student so present- 
ing himself shall not succeed in obtaining a studentship or 
exhibition his name shall not appear in the list. 
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Students who have kept more than eleven terms shall not 
be admitted to an examination for studentship or exhibi- 
tion. 

The Reader on Constitutional Law and Legal History pro- 
poses to examine in the following subjects :— 

1, The principal Statutest from the time of King John to 
that of Queen Anne. 

2. The State Trials in the reigns of James I., Charles I., 
and Charles IT. 

3. Hallam’s Middle Ages (chap. 8, part 8). 

4. Hallam’s Constitutional History, from the Accession of 
James I. to the Revolution of 1688. 

The Reader on Equity proposes to examine in the follow- 
— — 

or all students.— 

1, Haynes’s Outlines of Equity. 

2. Smith’s Manual of Equity Jurisprudence. 

3. Hunter's Suit in Equity, part i. 

For honours. — 

1, White and Tudor’s Leading Cases, vol. 1. 

2. 22 & 23 Vict. c. 35; 23 & 24 Vict. c. 38 ; 23 & 24 
Vict. c. 145; 25 & 26 Vict. c. 42. General Orders of the 
Ist February, 1861, and of the 5th February, 1861. 

3. Mitford on Pleadings. Introduction, chap. 1, secs. 1, 
2, and 3 (the first six pages) ; chap. 2, secs. 1 and 2, pt. 1 
yon first three pages), pt. 2 (the first two pages), pt. 3 ; 
chap. 4. 

The Reader on the Law of Real Property, &c., proposes 
to examine in the following books and subjects :— 

For all students.— 

1. Joshua Williams on the Law of Real Property, 6th edit. 

2. Smith on Real and Personal Property (3rd edit), pp. 
118—127, 209—211, 928—935, and the other References in 
the Index under the title ‘‘ Copyholds.” 

3. Joshua Williams on Personal Property, 5th edit., pp. 

180—-213. 

For honours.— 

Tudor’s Leading Cases in Conveyancing, pp. 819—836, 
2nd edit. (Doe v. Hiscocks). 

2. 1 Smith’s Leading Cases, p. 43 (Spencer's case). 

3. Sugden’s Vendors and Purchasers, 14th edit., pp. 576 
—598. 

The Reader on Jurisprudence, Civil, and International 
Law proposes to examine in the following books and sub- 
jects :—- 

For all students. — 

1. The First Book of the Institutes of Justinian, with 
the notes of Sandars or Ortolan. 

2. Maine’s Ancient Law, chap. 5-——Primitive Society and 
Ancient Law. 

3. Wheaton’s International Law, part ii.-- Absolute Inter- 
national Rights of States, pp. 115—356 (edit. 1863). 

For Honours.— 

1. Mackeldeii — Systema Juris Romani hodie Usitati— 
(Leps. 1847)—Pars Generalis, § § 116—142—Pars Specialis 
—Jus Familiare, Lib. iii. 

2. Code Napoléon, § § 144—515. 

The Reader on Common Law proposes to examine in the 
following books and subjects :— 

For all students. — 

1. The Ordinary Steps and Procedure in an Action at 
Law. 

2. Smith’s Lectures on Contracts, i.—v. inclusive. 

3. Torts generally. Broom’s Commentaries (3rd edit. ), book 
iii., chap. 1, and Torts to the Person, Id., chap. 2 to p. 
730. 

4, The Law of Homicide and _— Larceny, which may 
be read from Archib. Cr. Plead. (15th edit.). 

For honours.— 

1. The Pleadings in an Action. 
(8rd edit.), pp. 159—192. 

2. The following cases, with the notes thereto, in Smith’s 
Leading Cases :—Armory vy. Delamirie ; Ashby v. White ; 
Chandelor v. Lopus ; Collins v. Blantern, and Pasley v. Free- 
mln, 

3. Foster’s Discourse of Homicide, chaps. 1, 2, 3, 5, and 8. 

4, Maxims applicable to the Law of Evidence. Broom’s 
Leg. Max. (4th edit.), chap. 10. 


3room’s Commentaries 





MICHAELMAS EDUCATIONAL TERM, 1865. 
Prospectus of the lectures to be delivered during the en- 
suing Educational Term, by the several Readers appointed 
by the Inns of Court :— 
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CoNsTITUTIONAL LAW AND LEGAL History. 

The reader proposes to deliver six public lectures on ‘‘ The 
History of English Law under the Stuarts.” 

With his private class the reader proposes to go through 
the principal statutes, trials, cases, and State documents, 
which illustrate the history of the English constitution ani 
the history of English Law under the Stuarts. He will use 
Hallam’s Constitutional History and Coke's Institutes as his 
principal text-books. 


Equiry. 

The Reader proposes to deliver two courses of public lec- 
tures (there being six lectures in each course) on the follow- 
ing subjects :— 

Elementary Course. 

1.—On Civil Judicial Procedure in General. On the 
Origin of the Feudal System, and its influence over 
judicial procedure. 

I].—On the Origin of the Superior Courts of Law and 
Equity. 

I1I.—On the History of the Court of Chancery : its 
ordinary and extraordinary jurisdiction and present 
constitution. 

1V.—On the Custody of the Great Seal. 

V.—On the General Prineiples of Equity. 

Advanced Course. 

I.—On Trusts by Implication and Construction of Law. 

II].—On the Equitable Doctrine of Conversion. 

I11.—On Relief in Equity against Fraud. 

In the Elementary Private Class, the subjects discussed 
will be—The Remedies in Equity for Breaches of Agreements, 
and Equitable Relief against Waste. 

In the Advanced Private Class, the subjects treated will 
be—The Nature of Pleadings in the Court of Chancery ; ‘The 
Doctrine of Equity with reference to Election, Performance, 
and Satisfaction. 

Tue Law or Rear Properry, &e. 
The Reader proposes to deliver two courses of public lec- 
tures (six in each course), on the following subjects :— 
Elementary Course. 
I.—A Common Contract for the Sale of Land. 
I1,—A Common Conveyance of Land. 
Advanced Course. 

The Law of Wills. 

In his private classes the Reader will, with the elementary 
class, endeavour to go through a course of Real Property 
Law, using the work of Mr. Joshua Williams as a text-book ; 
and with the advanced class the Reader will examine and 
comment upon some of the leading cases, to be selected 
from the Volumes of Leading Cases on Conveyancing and 
Equity, by Tudor and White and Tudor. 

JURISPRUDENCE, CIVIL AND INTERNATIONAL LAw. 

The Reader proposes to deliver six public lectures upon the 
following subjects: — 

1.—International Law ; its sources and constituents. 

I1.—The Jurisconsulti of Ancient Rome; their fune- 

tions and emoluments. 

—The Historical Development of the Roman Civil 
Procedure, and its influence upon the amendment 
of the Substantive Law. 

1V.—The System of Pleading in Roman Civil Actions, 
and the modes of determination of questions of 
law and fact. 

In his private class the Reader will continue the con- 
sideration of the Law of Contracts, commencing with the 
Contracts of Locatio Conductio (letting and hiring), anid 
Societus (partnership), using Sandars’s edition of Justinian’s 
Institutes, and the Systema Juris Romani of Mackeldey as 
text-books, and contrast it with the English and French 
law upon the same head. 

The Reader in his private class will also discuss points of 
International Law relating to rights of war as between 
enemies, using the work of Wheaton as the text-book, and 
referring to the works of the principal modern jurists, the 
decisions of the admiralty and prize courts of England and 
America, the debates in Parliament, and state papers relat- 
ing to the cases under discussion. 

Common Law. 

The Reader proposes to deliver two courses of six public 

lectures each, upon the following subjects :-— 


Ill. 
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canna Course. 

I.—Common Law—What it is—Whence it has been 
derived—Into what departments it is sub-divided. 

I1].—The Characteristics of Contract, Tort, and Crime 
will be Exhibited and Illustrated by Leading Cases. 

IH.—-The Rules of Evidence ordinarily applied in civil 
and criminal proceedings will be stated and ex- 
plained. 

Advanced Course. 

I.—The Theory of the Law of Contracts—Ixpress or 
Implied—will be considered. 

I1I.—The Three Classes of Contracts—of Record, Special, 
and Simple—will be noticed, and cases illustrating 
each respectively will be cited. 

I11.—The Rules of Evidence Applicable in Actions ex- 
Contractu will be specitied, and the mode of apply- 
ing them will be explained. 

With his private classes the Reader will consider, seviatim, 
the various subjects above me sntioned, and espec ially demon- 
strate the manner in which the rules of evidence are practi- 
cally applied—whether for interpreting written instruments 
or for proving facts relevant to the issues raised on the 
record, 

The following books will generally be referred to:— 

Elementary class: Blackstone’s Commentaries (twenty- 
first edition); Broom’s Commentaries (third edition) ; 
and Taylor on Evidence. 

Advanced class: Chitty on Contracts (last edition); 
and Roscoe on Evidence at Nist Prius. 


MICHAELMAS EDUCATIONAL TERM, 1865, 
Table of the days and hours for the delivery of the public 
lectures by the readers appointed by the Inns of Court, and 
for the attendance of the private classes. 
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Notes, —The Educational " Term ¢ commences on the Ist 
November, and ends on the 22nd December. 

Students who have been unable to attend a lecture or 
class of either of the readers, and desire dispensation as a 
(qualification for call to the Bar, should make application, 
with an explanation of the cause of such absence, in writing, 
to the reader during the course, or immediately after the 
deliv ery of the last public lecture of the course; and the 
reader’s report thereon, together with the application, will 
be forwarded to the ( ‘ouncil of Legal Education, who alone 
have the power of granting dispensa ition, 

The Council have resolved that in no ease shall students 
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be allowed . to change from the elementary to the advanced 
courses of lectures and classes, or vice versd, whi.e qualify- 
ing for call to the Bar, or for the examinations ou the sub- 





jects of lectures. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ACCIDENTAL AND MARIN® INSURANCE Corporation 
(LIMITED). 

This company has been formed to take over the business 
of the Accidental Death Insurance Company—the existing 
constitution and capital of which are now found to be incon- 
venient and inadequate to its recently largely extended 
operations, 

That company (empowered by special Acts of Parliament, 
15 Vict. c. 56, and 22 & 23 Vict. e. 22), was founded in 1849, 
with a nominal capital of £250,000, in 50,000 shares of £5 
each, of which 20,000 have been issued. 











Sir Rounpett PAtmer’s SNeER.—The Flaneur, in the 
Star, observes:—Of course, it can only be the lateness of the 
season and the interest excited by the approaching elections 
which prevent the gentlemen of the bar professionally at- 
tending the Central “Criminal Court from at once inviting 
the Attorney- General to a public breakfast, or presenting 
him with soine substantial token of their esteem. Nothing 
less could be looked for after the charming manner in which 
the first law officer of the Crown spoke of his colleagues the 
other night in Parliament, when, in endeavouring to say the 
most castigating and offensive thing possible to Mr. Long- 
field, he compared that lon. member’ s speech to ‘the ad- 
dress of an advocate at the Old Bailey to the jury.” 

Ne’er 
Was flattery lost on poet’s ear, 

nor on barrister’s ear either. Sir Rouadell Palmer has never 
practised at the Old Bailey, having devoted his professional 
time to the Equity Courts and his leisure hours to the com- 
pilation of hymns; but when we recollect the cases which 
in that despised Old Bailey have been adorned by the elo- 
quence of a Thesiger, a W jilde, a Pollock, a Rolfe, and a 
Cockburn, one is inclined to smile at finding such a sneer 
even in the mouth of Sir Roundell Palmer, 


3ANKRUPTCY.—A parliamentary paper throws some more 
light on the internal arrangements of the Bankruptcy Court. 
The amount of balances in the hands of official « assignees, but 
not included in the quarterly returns of such balances, was 
in the end of last year reported to the Lord Chancellor to be 
£1,331, excluslve of £3,817 Consols. At the same time, 
£2,430 is alleged to have been charged to estates by the offi- 
cial assignees without authority of the Court, and to be due 
to the several estates until dealt with by the Court. It was 
Mr. Whitmore, of Birmingham, who is stated to have 
omitted any mention of that trifle of £3,817 of stock and 
some £900 in cash ; while Mr. Cannan, of London, is said to 
have charged £1,060 to estates without authority. More- 
over, £13,877 is reported to have been received by the offi- 
cial assignees, of which there is no trace in their returns. 
The chief omissions were as follows :—London— Mr Cannan 
£998, Mr. Edwards £1,872, Mr. Graham £1,663, Mr. 
Stansfeld £860 ; Birmingham—Mr. Harris £1,803 ; Leeds— 
Mr. Carrick £1 ,315, Mr. Young £1,204. The deficiencies 
unaccounted for by Mr. Edwards and Mr. Graham are still 
outstanding, the rest having been nearly all paid over ‘in 
pursuance “of reports A further sum. of £15,692 is re- 
ported to have been received in respect of surplus fees with- 
out having been included in the returns, Some of the mes- 
sengers seem to haye followed in the same steps as the as- 
signees, having been required to pay over £25,409 in respect 
of surplus fees and stums re ported to have been received, but 
not entered in the accounts. One messenger is thus de- 
seribed, ‘** Resigned, and cannot be found.” 

Pusiic PENANCE YOR DoG STEALING.—A curious seene 
took place eerie ee on the Boulevard Beaumarchais, 
Paris. M. , an advocate, walking out accompanied 
by his dog, an Italian gre yhound of great beauty, suddenly 
missed the animal, end’ retracing his steps overtook a man 
of decent appearance with the dog in his arms, The thief 
had already removed the collar with the owners name and 
address, and was endeavouring to stifle the dog’s cries. Being 
aman of great muscular power, M. B soon mastered 











the de ‘Linquent, and then offered him the choice either of 
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being consigned to the police or of kneeling down in the 
street and kissing the dog. The thief, after some little hesi- 
tation, chose the latter alternative, and performed the 
ceremony in the midst of the laughter and jeers of the by- 
standers. Satisfaction being thus given, M. B was 
willing to allow the offender to depart in peace, but ‘some 
sergents de ville coming up insisted on taking him before the 
commissary of police of the quarter. M, B—— aecompanied 
the party to the office, and when there explained to the 
commissary that he had acted in virtue of an old law of the 
Burgundian parliament, never yet abrogated, containing a 
disposition thus worded :—‘‘If any man has stolen a grey- 
hound (voltrahwm), or a segusiave (segutiun), [a particular 
sort of hound used by the Gauls for hunting the boar,] or a 
lurcher (petrunculum), we ordain that the guilty party be 
obliged either to kiss the animal before the whole people, or 
to pay 5 sols of gold to the master of the dog, and 2 sols as 
fine.” The advocate concluded by interceding for the cul- 
prit, on the ground that he had satisfied the condition of the 
law, but the commissary, recognizing the man as an old 
offender, sent him to the Prefecture. 

Mr. Rorsuck, Q.C., M.P.—Mr. Roebuck has again been 
returned for Sheffield, after a contest which has been 
most amusing to everybody except himself and his opponent, 
Mr. Foster. At first Mr. Roebuck treated his rival with 
‘supreme contempt ;” then finding that he could talk as 
abusively as himself, fell back on his age and wounded 
dignity. He had, he said, reached a great position, and 
did not scruple to acknowledge that his ‘dignity was hurt 
at the insolence he had experienced.” ‘* His character, and 
age, and weakness” ought, he thought, to have protected 
him from treatment which nevertheless everybody else has 
experienced at his hands. The hammer, one perceives, 
does not like being anvil, though it is an ‘educating 
experience.” The electors, however, adhered to their old 
favourite, raising him to the top of the poll, and Mr, 
Roebuck, once more secure, rose to his old level, declaring 
that he never attacked a good man, but ‘if 1 find a vile, 
vulgar fellow, and I want to stamp him with disapprobation 
and disapproval, the English language supplies me with apt 
words for that purpose,” as indeed it also supplies bargees, 
and hodmen, and cabbies, and other persons distinguished 
for plainness of speech.—Pall Mall Gazette. 

ComposiTIon with Creprrors.—In the three-and-a-half 
years ending with April last, 3,843 composition deeds were 
registered under the Bankruptcy Act of 1861. In 943 cases 
the composition did not exceed 2s, 6d. in the pound ; in 
1,403 cases it was above 2s. 6d., but not exceeding 5s.; in 
1,134 above 5s., but not exceeding 10s.; in 242 above 10s.; 
but not exceeding 15s.; in 121 it was above 15s, and in all 
but ten of these cases it was 20s. in the pound. There were 
also registered in the same period 8,044 deeds of assignment 
and 185 deeds of inspectorship. The unsecured debts in the 
cases in which there were composition deeds amounted to 
£8,233,893; deeds of assignment, £17,506,095.; deeds of 
inspectorship, £6,167,969 — total, £31,907,957— namely, 
£1,576,610 in the first year; £5,017,863 in the second ; 
£8,843,920 in the third; and £16,469,564 in the last half- 
year, 

Tug Costs oF THE CoLENsO TriAL.—A_ Parlimentary 
paper just published contains a copy of a memorial from 
Bishop Gray to the Lords of the Treasury, praying that he 
may be reimbursed his expenses in the prosecution of Dr. 
Colenso. The memorial sets forth that upon the faith of 
his letters patent, Dr. Gray believed himself to be thie 
Bishop of Cape Town and metropolitan bishop, and entitled 
thereby to have and exercise all rights, power, and authority 
of metropolitan bishop over the Bishop of Natal, and his 
suffragan, and in and over the said bishopric and diocese of 
Natal. When, therefore, in the year 1863, certain charges 
of heresy and false doctrine were preferred against Dr. 
Colenso before Dr. Gray, as metropolitan, he, upon due proof 
of the said charges, by virtue of his office, as such metropoli- 
tan, did, on the 16th of December, 1863, sentence Dr. 
Colenso to be deposed from his office as Bishop of Natal, and 
to be further prohibited from the exercise of any divine office 
within any part of the metropolitan province of Cape Town. 
Dr. Gray then recapitulates all the subsequent pro- 
ceedings, submitting in conclusion that by reason thereof he 
has incurred great expenses both in this country and at the 
Cape of Good Hope. He therefore ‘humbly prays that 
yonr lordships will be pleased to take the facts of this me- 
morial, and particularly the observations contained in the 











said judgment of the said Judicial Committee, into your 
lordships’ consideration, and to grant to your memorialist 
such a sum of money by way of compensation for the ex- 
penses necessarily incurred by him as aforesaid in the dis- 
charge of his episcopal duties, and to grant him such other 
relief as to your lordships shall seem meet.” The memorial, 
which is dated the 28th of April last, was referred by Mr. F. 
Peel to Mr. Cardwell, as Secretary of State for the Colonies, 
and on the 3rd of June Mr. Peel received the following reply 
from Mr, T. F, Elliott :—‘‘1t appears to Mr. Cardwell that 
whatever might have been the opinion of the Bishop of Cape 
Town respecting the powers conferred by his letters patent 
previously to the judgment in the case of Long v. The Bishop 
of Cape Town, he must have been fully aware, after the de- 
livery of that judgment, that any attempt to exercise coer- 
cive jurisdiction under his letters patent was attended with 
the greatest risk and uncertainty ; and that if, under those 
circumstances, he chose to incur that risk, it was clearly not 
to be expected that her Majesty’s Government should relieve 
him of the consequences.” —Star. 





ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE GUILDHALL HOTEL. 
July 14.—By Messrs. Norron & Taist. 

Freehold estate known as The Hall Place Estate, situate in the 
parishes of Alfold, Cranley, and Hascombe, Surrey, comprising 
mansion, pleasure-grounds, farms, buildings, stabling, and 486a. 
2r. 24p. of arable, pasture, and meadow land—Sold for £25,000, 

Freehold estate known as Crowhurst Land Farm, situate in the 
parish of Lingfield, Surrey, consisting of a farm, homestead, and 
buildings, cottage, and 63a. Or. 9p. of arable, pasture, meadow, and 
hop land—Sold for £2,200. 

Freehold and copyhold estate, comprising about 70 acres of arable 
and pasture land, situate in the parish of Brompton, Huntingdon- 
shire—Sold for £4,850, 

July 17.—By Messrs. Norton & Trist. 

Freehold estate, known as Lenox Estate, in the parish of St. George, 
Jamaica. 

July 19.—By Messrs. Epwix Fox & Bousrrenp. 

Freehold house with shop, being No. 57, Fetter-lane, Fleet-street ; 
let at £84 per annum—Sold for £1,600. 








AT GARRAWAY’S. 
July 14.—By P. D. 'TucKert. 

Leasehold residence, being No. 16, Conduit-street West, Hyde-park ; 
let at £90 per annum; term, 92} years from 1844; ground-rent, 
£10 per annum —Sold for £1,200. 

Leasehold residence, being No. 27, Finchley New-road; let at £105 
per annum ; term, 94 years from 1843; ground-rent, £20 per annum 
— Sold for £1,200. 

July 18.— By Mr. W. Moxon. 

Leasehold cottage, being No. 44, Bark-place, Bayswater; estimated 
annual value, £45; term, 69 years from 1844; ground-rent, £7 per 
aunum— Sold for £550. 

Leaschold, 4 houses, being No. 23, Hatton-street, and 7 to 9, Hatton- 
place, producing £76 per annum ; term, about 80 years from 183s ; 
ground-rent, £99 per annnm—Sold for £500, 

Freehold premises, being No. 204, High-street, Wapping, known as 
the Foundry Wharf; let at £100 per annum—Sold for £3,320. 

Freehold premises, being No, 40, Rotherhithe-street, Rotherhithe ; 
also a house and premises, being No. 6, Princes-street; estimated 
to produce £190 per annum—Sold for £1,675. 

July 19.—By Messrs. Exits & Son, 

Leasehold, 2 residences situate in Champion-park, Denmark-hill, 
Surrey, producing £235 per annum; term, 88 years from 1841 ; 
ground-rent, £42 10s, per annum—Sold for £2,620, 

Leasehold premis*s situate No. 67, St. Paul’s-churchyard ; term 40 
years from 1859, at a rent of £12 2s. 6d. per annum—Sold for 
£5,000. 

July 19.—By Messrs. Fareprotuer, Crark, & Co. 

Freehold and copyhold estate known as the Dugdale Hill Farm, 
situate in the parish of South Mimms, Middlesex, comprising a 
farm-cottage, out-buildings, and about 90 acres of meadow land-- 
Sold for £6,220. —_—— 

Ai’ THE LONDON TAVERN. 

July 14.—By Messrs. Futter & Horsey. 

Freehold plot of ground, with warehouses thereon, occupying an 
area of about 2,500 feet, situate at the corner of Cannon-street and 
St. Swithin’s-lane, City—-Sold for £30,600. 

Leasehold mercantile premises, Nos. 78 and 79, Cannon-street, ad« 
joining the above; term, 9 years unexpired; ground-rent, £253 12s. 
per annum, containing an area of 2,300 feet—Sold for £5,000. 

July 20. - By Messrs. Kenyon, Son, & Co. 

Freeho!d and copyhold farm, situate in the parish of Clare, Suffolk, 
comprising farmhouse buildings, and Iéia. 3r. 30p. of pasture, 
arable, and wood land—Sold for £5,150, 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

BURKINYOUNG—On July 5, at Warwick-gardens, Kensington, the 
wife of J. A. Burkinyoung, Esy., Solicitor, of a daughter. 

HOUSMAN—On July 18, at Broomsgrove, the wile of E. Housman, 
Esq , Solicitor, of a daughter. 

KELLY—On July 15, at Fitzwilliam-square, the wife of Charles Kelly, 
Esq., Q.C., of a daughter. 

KENT—On July 11, at Cannon-street West, the wife of F. Kent, Esq., 
Solicitor, of a son. ’ 

LEACH—On July 19, at Eccleston-square, the wife of T. Leech, Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter, 
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RUSSELL—On July 10, at Merthyr Tydfil, the wife of J. Russell, Esq., 
Solicitor, of a daughter. 

SAUNDERS—On July 15, at Stockwell, the wife of T. Saunders, Esq., 
Solicitor, of a daughter. 

TAUDY—On July 13, at Dudley, the wife of F. Tandy, Esq., Solicitor, 


of a daughter, 
MARRIAGES. 
DEVERELL—LOCK—On July 18, at St. Jamos’s, Piecadilly, W. H. 
Deverell, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Lincoln’s-inn, son of John Deverell 
0 of Purbrooke-park, Hants, to Marion, daughter of G, Lock 


isq. 

MIDDLETON—SCRATCHLEY—On July 15, at Hampstead Church, 
J.W. Middleton, Esq., M.D., Brussels, to Ellen M., daughter of A. 
Scratchley, Esq., M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 

PIGOTT—O’CONNOR—On July 10, at Monkstown Church, Philip Re- 
ginald Pigott, Esq., M.A., Barrister-at-Law, to Mary, daughter of 
Denis O'Connor, Esq., J.P., of Kingstown, and Ballagh, county 
Roscommon. 

TRAVERS—JOHNSON—On June 28, at Montreal, F. Travers, Esq., 
Captain 60th Royal Rifles, son of the late Admiral Sir E. S. Travers, 
Great Yatmouth, Norfolk, to Laura W., daughter of F. G. Johnson, 
Esq., Judge of the Superior Court, L.C. 

WHEELER—OGLE—0n July 15, at St. George’s, Hanover-square, T. 
W. Wheeler, Esq., B.A., Barrister-at-Law, Inner Temple, son of 
Serjt. Wheeler, LL.D., County Court Judge of Liperpool, to Hen- 
rietta, daughter of E. L. Ogle, Esq., Gloucester-street, South Bel- 


gravia. 
DEATHS. 

BURKETT—On July 11, at Teignmouth, J. L. Burkett, Esq., Solicitor, 
of Warwickshire, son of W. Burkett, Esq., of Derbyshire 

LAWFORD—On July 16, at Manchester-square, Augusta, daughter of 

i S. Lawford, Esq., Solicitor, Austin-friars. 

M‘CORD—On June 28, at Montreal, C.E., the Hon. John Samuel 
M‘Cord, one of H.M.’s Judges of the Superior Court for Lower 
Canada, aged 64. 

OWEN—On June 24, at Malta, S. H. F. Owen, Sub.-Lieut. H.M.’s ship 
Victoria, son of H. Owen, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Inner Temple. 
SMITH—On July 8, at Potton, H. W., son of E, T. L. Smith, Esq., 

Solicitor, Sandy, aged’ three months. 


UNCLAIMED STOCK IN THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 


The amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless other Claimants appear 
within Three Months: — 

Bisuop, James, Minories, Brandy Merchant, Joan Horxtns, Tooley- 
street, Lead Merchant, and Epwarp Francis Jacques, Minories, 
Esq. £119 13s. 2d. Consolidated £3 per Cent. Annuities—Claimed 
by J. Bishop. 

Danpy, WILtiaM, RicwarD Jonnson, and Samvet Corner, jun., all of 
Gainsborough, Yorkshire. Four dividends on £1,800, £4 per Cent. 
Annuities— Claimed by J. Bird, and J. M. Bird, administrators of 
said S.Corney, deceased, who was the survivor. 

Kennepy, Avicra, Reading, Berks, Widow, deceased. £32 9s. 9d. 
Consolidated £2 per Cent. Annuities — Claimed by Alexander 
Nixon, Montgomery, the administrator. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 
UAinding-up of Joint Stock Compances. 


Faipay, July 14, 1865. 
LImMItEp IN CHANCERY. 

East Cambrian Gold Mining Company (Limited).—Order to wind ups 
made by the Master of the Rolls ou May 27. Pulbrook, Thread- 
needle-st, petitioner in person. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

London Marine Insurance Association.—Vice-Chancellor Wood has 
fixed July 26 at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an 
official liquidator. 

South Lady Bertha Copper Mining Company.—Vice Chancellor Wood 
will, on July 25 at 12, at his chambers, proceed to make a call of £2 
per share on the contributories of the said company. 

TvurspaY, July 18, 1895. 
LimITep 1N CHANCERY, 

British and Foreign Gas Generating Apparatus Company (Limited).— 
Vice-Chancellor Stuart has, by an order dated June 28, appointed 
Mr. George Augustus Cape, of 3, Adelaide-pl, London-bridge, to be 
official liquidator. 

Cleveland Iron Company (Limited),— Order to wind up made by the 
Master of the Rolls on July 8. Deane & Co, South-sq, Gray’s-inn, 
solicitors for the petitioner. 





London, Hamburg, and Continental Exchange Bank (Limited).—The 
Master of the Rolls has, by an order dated April 22, appointed 
Frederick Whinney, of Serle-st, Lincoln’s-inn, and Frederick Dixon 
Hartland, of Lombard-st, to be official liquidators. 

West of England Lead Smelting Company (Limited).—Creditors are 
—— on or before Aug 9, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims to James Copper, Cole- 
man-street-buildings, Moorgate-st. Nov 2 at 12is appointed for , 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims, 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

English Widows’ Fund and General Life Assurance Association.—It | 
is peremptorily ordered that a call of £1 15s. per share be made on 
all the contributories of this association in class. A, and that each 
contributory do, on or before July 28, pay to Robert Palmer Hard- 
ing, at 3, Bank-buildings, the balance (if any) which will be due 
from him after debiting his account in the books of the association 
with such call. 


Friendly Societies Dissolbed. 
Fripay, July 14, 1865. 
Clifton School Female Friendly Society, Clifton, Bedford. July 5, 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Frrpay, July 14, 1865. 
Clarke, Thos, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Merchant. Oct 2. Clarke v 
Candler, M.R. 
Darkin, Eliz Jeffries, Cirencester, Gloucester, Widow. Aug 7. Wake- 
field v Sewell, MR. 
— Wm Robt, Leicester-sq. Oct 10. Priest » Hodges, V.C 
uart. . 
Monkhouse, Jane, Newton, Cumberland, Spinster. Aug 10. Sowerby 


v Brunskill, M.R. 
Trotman, Eb , P tt » Regent’s-park, Architect. Sept 


ark: 4 
80. Bennett v Rawlings, V.C. Stuart. 





Tvuxspay, July 18, 1865, 

Adams, Jas, Staines, Middx. Oct2. Adams v Adams, M.R. 

Bird, Ann, Houghton-on-the-Hill, Leicester, Widow. Aug 17. Lacey 
v Burchmall, V.C. Wood. 

Champion. Jas, Bursledon, Southampton, Gent. Oct 2. Bushell v 
Chitty, M.R. 

Clifford, Wm, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Shoemaker, Sept !. Heath 
v Clifford, M.R. 

Hancock, Thos, Stoke Newington, Middx, Esq. Oct 20. Nunn v 
Hancock, V.C, Kindersley. : 

James, Jas, Fareham, Southampton, Merchant. Oct 20. Smith v 
James, M.R. 

Lamb, Jas, Queen-st, Cheapside, Gent. Sept !. Lamb v Sturkey, 
V.C, Stuart. 

Whitter, John Rogers, King-street, Westminster, Esq. Aug 8. 
Whitter v Bremridge, V.C. Wood. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Frrpvay, July 14, 1865, 
Allen, Robt, Lansdown Cottage, Wood Green, Gent. Aug 15. Jen- 
kinson, Gracechurch-st. 
Best, Wm Butler, Blakebrook-house, Kidderminster, Esq. Aug 1. 
Reece & Harris, Birm. : 
Bryant, Francis, Maida-vale West, London, Esq. Sept |. Julius, 
Buckingham:st. : 
Chare, Joseph, Sambourne, Worcester, Farmer. Sept 1. Pole, Birm. 
Crawford, Jas Hy, Brighton, Sussex, Esq. Dec 1. Freshfields & 
Newman, Bank-buildings, 

Eyeres, Simeon, Lpool, Publican, Aug 15. Stone & Bartley, Lpool. 

Ives, Jeremiah Robt, Hertford-st, Mayfair, Esq. Aug 7. Ellis & Ellis, 
Westminster. ; 

Kellett, Chas, Almondbury, York, Cloth Manufacturer. June 28. Hesp 
& Owen, Huddersfield. , 

Lermitte, Emma, Lower Clapton, Middx, Widow. Aug2l. Morris & 
Co, Moorgate-st-chambers. 

Little, Rev. Fredk Scratton, Southend, Essex, Clerk, Sept 20, Bur- 
goynes & Co, Oxford-st. ) 

McKenna, Owen Fras, Lpool, Coal Dealer. June 16. J. & E. Whitworth, 
Manch. 

Ogg, John, Longhorsley, Northumberland, Innkeeper. Aug 12. Wood- 
man, Moorpeth, 

Price, Hy, Wilstead-st, Somers-town, Victualler. Sept 29. Routh & 
Co, Southampton-st, Bloomsbury. 

Pugh, Geo, Tadworth, Bunstead, Esq. Aug 14. Lucas & Showler, 
Trinity-pl, Charing-cross. ; 

Quamby, Jas, Crossland Moor, nr Huddersfield, Yarn Spinners. June 
23. Hesp & Owen, Huddersfield. 

Thomson; Jane, Durham-villas, Kensington, Widow. Sept 1, 
Hughes & Co, Buklersbury. 

Wood, Edmund Geo, Madras, East Indies, Major in Madrs Staff Corps. 
Nov !. Richardson, Pall Mall. 


Tvurspay, July 18, 1865. 

Dick, Joseph, William-st, Camden-rd, Holloway, Gent. Aug 28, 
Jewitt, Coleman-st. 

Jones, Eliz, Birm, Widow. Aug 2. Coleman, Birm, 

Marsden, Robt Clarke, Hanover-ter, Regent’s-park, Esq. Nov 1. 
Harkey, Bedford-row. 

Overend, Wilson, Sheffield, York, Esq. Sept 29. Wake, Sheffield. 

Ricketts, Ellen Theresa, Leamington Priors, Warwick. Aug 18. 
Henderson, Oxford-st. 

Robertson, Chas, Scarborough, York, Surgeon. Sept 26. Moody & 
Turnbull, Scarborough. 

Saxby, John, Borough-green, Wrotham, Kent. Sept 1. Gorham & 
Warner, Tonbridge. 


Assignments for Benefit of Creditors. 
Fripay, July 14, 1865. 


Richardson, John, & Saml Richardson, Heywood, Lancaster, Cotton 
Spinners. Jan 3!. Samuell, Lpool, and Cooper & Sons, Manch. 


Tvespay, July 18, 1865. 
Taylor, Wm, Dartford, Kent,Grocer. July 13. Lawrance & Co, Old 
Jewry-chambers. 
Gresham, Robt, Chicksands, Bedford, Farmer, July 8. Veasey, 
Baldock. 


Weeds registered pursuant to Bankruptep Act, 1861. 
Farpay, July 14, 1865. 

Barber, Jas, Bream, Newland, Gloucester, Retailer of Beer. June 17. 
Asst. Reg wg, hes 

“eee. = pper George-st, Bryanstone-8sq. May 25, Comp. 
eg July i4, , 

Blackhurst, Thos, Preston, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. June 13. 
Conv. Reg July 11. 

Bower, Edwd, & Geo Bower, Hinchcliff-mill, Cartworth, York, Cloth 


Manufacturers. June 14, Conv. Reg July 12, 
Browne, Walter Wm, Elmore-st, Islington, Contractor. June 26, 
Asst. Reg July 14. 
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» Geo Arthur, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tobacconist. June 21. 


* Reg July 13. 

Collingw Saml Edwin, Buckingham-pl, Brighton, Stock Broker. 
July 4. Comp. Reg July 12. 

Cooke, Mary, & John Cinckew Garner, 7 plan Holloway, Corn- 
chandler. July 13. Comp. Reg July 

Begins, Sune Aberdare, Gua, ‘suilder. 

eg July 
Edwards, Walter John, Lpool, Grocer. 


June 15. Cony. 


July 6. Comp. Reg July 14. 


7" . Wm John, Nob: -Bt, Manufacturer. June 16. Asst. Reg 
Fotheringbam, , Alex Macdonald, Lime-st, Merchant. July 13. Comp. 
Hills John, ae Westminster, Hay Salesman. July 13. 
Howson, Wm, Sheffield, York, Innkeeper. June 14. Conv. Reg 


July 11 
Johnson, Edwd, Calverley, York, Wool Dealer, June 24. Asst. Reg 


July 14, 
Jones, John, bj me Denbigh, Slate ‘and Timber Merchant. July 


10 Comp. July 14, 
| wo gs, ohn , Shoe Maker. June 19. Comp. Reg July 13. 
yal id, John, Manch, Timber Merchant. June 17. Comp. Reg 
Lamb, ¢ Chas Nicholson, Birm, Chemist. June 15. Comp. Reg 
uly | 
ge = by Win Edwin, Halifax, York, Music Seller. July6. Conv. Reg 
uly | 
agoesh, Joseph Walter, 7 a Lancaster, Surveyor of Shipping. 
June 24. Conv. Reg July I4. 
ee Thos, West Ham, Essex, Carpenter. July 10. Comp. Reg 
Marsh, iy, Castle Donnington, Leicester, Draper. June 17. Asst. 
eg Ju 
Orson, Thee Valentine, Willenhall, Staffordshire, Outfitter. June 16. 
Asst. Reg July 13. 


Rice, Wm, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. June 17. Conv. Reg July 13 


Salt, Joseph, Montague-pl, Millwall, Builder. June 29. Inspector 
ship. Reg July 13. 

Score, Geo, Clarendon: -gardens, Maida-hill, Comm Agent. June 22. 
Comp. Reg July 13 

Smith, Anthony John, Hereford-rd, Bayswater, Tailor. June 17, 
Comp. Reg July 11 


Tillman, Geo, St George-st East, Clothier. June 17, Comp. Reg 


uly 14. 
— — Pentonville-rd, Middx, Gent. Reg 
uly ] 
walter, Wm, Bardney, Lincoln, Clerk. June 30. Asst. Reg July 13. 


Webster, John, Leicester, Hosier, July 11. Comp. Reg July 12. 
Willan, Jas Ridgway, Haxey, Lincoln, Surgeon. June 29. Asst. 


June 22. Comp. 


Reg July 13, 

bag orny  by Sohn, Rotherhithe-st, Surrey, Outfitter. June 21. Comp. 
Reg Ju 

Worrall, fas Lye, Oldswinford, Worcester, Grocer. June 26. Conv. 
Reg July 14 


Tvuxspay, July 18, 1865. 
st + T nen, Lower Howsell, Worcester, Builder. June 17. Asst. Reg 
July | 
Reg July 15. 


Seubaee, Arthur, Birm, Grocer. June 30. Conv. 


Berwick, Jas, Barnsbury-st, Islington, Commercial Traveller. July 
12. Comp. Reg July 17. 

Boraston, Chas, Birm, Grocer. June 20. Asst. Reg July 14. 

bare n, Robt, Exbury, Southampton, Farmer. July 13. Comp. Reg 
July 17. 

a Bampton, Oxford, Coal Dealer. July 4. Conv. Reg 
July 17. 

ot Hy, Lawrence Pountney Hill, Coal Agent. June 20. Cony. 
Reg July 1 


Confe, isha "Carver, Clayton-le- —— Lancaster, Manufacturing 
Chemist. June 2!. Asst. Reg July lf 
Cio nack, Chas, Field End, Austonley, York, Woollen Cloth Manufac- 





tu er. June 27. Comp. fn. July 17. 
Farner, John, Nottingham June 20, Conv. Reg July 17, 
wi og Rodley, laa Cloth Manutbotarer. June 20. Asst. 
Reg July | 
Frith, John, Sheffield, Clothier. June 19. Asst. Reg July 17, 
Gre ory. Jas, Sheffield, Steel Merchant. June 23. Conv. Reg 


J ily 

He apatock, Walter, & Luke Walmsley Bateman, Kingston-upon-Hull, 
Grocers, June 19. Asst. Reg June 17. 

Horuer, Geo, Portsea, Southampton. July \4. Conv. Reg July |8. 

Horton, Wm, ee Fleet-st, Muffin and Crumpit Baker. June 
19. Asst. Reg July 

——— Richd, Gt Deitteld, York, Grocer. 
July 15, 

Ritley, John, Laverton, Somerset, Shopkeeper. 
Mu iy 14. 

M‘<wan, Clara Ellen, Manch, Berlii. Wool Dealer. 
Reg July 17. 

Mossop, John, Lpool, Provision Dealer. July 7. Comp. Reg July 14, 

Mynn, Wm Parker de Morley, an Southwark, Hop 
Merchant. June22. Conv. Reg July 14 

Pickford, Wm, Newport, Monmouth, General Merchant, June 10. 
Conv. Reg = 17. 

Nn Oise daly 11. Kirkdale, Lancaster, Lath Cleaver. June 19, Comp 
Reg Ju 

Shaw, John, Bury, Lancaster, Boot Maker. 
July 17, 

Simkin, John Thos, & M. Lucas Burke, High Holborn, Printsellers, 


June 20. Comp. Reg 


June 17, Asst. Reg 


July 14. Comp. 


June 21. Comp. Reg 


July 1. Asst. Reg July 17. 

Sykes, Edwd, yea le, Lancaster, Cotton Waste Dealer. July 11. 
Comp. Reg July 

bie John, a Stafford, Builder. July 11. Comp. Reg 
Jvly | 


Ww =. Saml, Long Eaton, Derby, Lac2 Maker. July 7. Comp. Reg 
17 


J 
Worden, John, Stratford-upon-Avon, out of business. June 17, Asst. 
Reg July 13, 





Westlake, Richd, Bristol, Tailor. June 26. Asst. Reg July 17. 
= ng Hatton-garden, Dealer in Precious Stones. July 4. Comp. 
eg July 
bar my 3 Thos, Treherbert, Glamorgan, Grocer. July 6, Asst. Reg 
uly | 
Gankrupts. 
Frrpay, July 14,1865, 
To Surrender in London. 

Billups, Robt, Deptford, Kent, out of business. 
at 12. Drew, New Basinghall-st. 

Birch, Geo Alphonse De Lamartine, Prisoner for Debt, London, 
July 12. Aug3at!. Froom, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Bollington, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet July 11 (for pau). 
July 26 at 1. Atkinson, High Holborn. 

Cogger, Johu Robt, Middle-st, Peckham, Painter. 
26at1. Bramwell, Basinghall-st. 

Davies, Sarah, Regent’s-park, Spinster. Pet July 10. July 28 at I. 
Loftus & Co, New-inn. 

Ellis, Thos, Hanover-pl, Peckham, Plumber. Pet July 8, July 28 at 
12, Maynard, Gresham-st. 

Escott, Wm, Arthur-mews, Caledonian-rd, Blacksmith. Pet July 12. 
July 26 at 12. Field, Ely-pl, Holborn. 

Fairchild, Chas. sen, Epping, Essex, Beerseller. Pet July 11. July 

g-st, Wine Merchant. Pet July 4. July 27 


Pet July 10. July 26 
Pet 


Pet July 10. July 


28 at 2. Breden, Copthall-ct. 
Fiedler, Hy Julius, Watlin 


atl. Woolf, Cheapside. 

Flint, Robt, Lansdowne- rd, Dalston, Milliner. Pet July 11. July 26 
at 1. Bramwell, Basinghall-st. 

bea vagg John, Hackney, Commercial Clerk. Pet July 11. July 28 at 


2. Reed, Bow-lane. 

Jochimsen, Johannes Wilhelm Heinrich, & Chas Hy Marchant, 
Catherine-ct, Seething-lane, Corn Merchants. Pet July 10. July 
28 atl. Linklaters & Co, Walbrook. 

Leslie, Thos, Dalston, Commercial Traveller. Pet July 10. July 28 
atl. Jennings & Co, Lime-st. 

—o John, Barnsbury-rd, Islington, out of business. Pet 

Ne ge July 26 at 2. Layton, jun, Islington, 

Mundy, John Andrew, North-st, St George’s-in-the East, Builder. 

Pet July 11. July 26at1. Shearman, Tower-st. 

Neale, Wm Michael, Westbourne-pl, re | Doctor — lattes. 
Pet July 12. Jul "26 atl. Lewis & Lewis jly-pl, Hol 

Pond, John Willsheire, Camberwell, out of business. es ‘July 10. 
July 28 at 1. Chidley, Old Jewry. 

Ravaison, Geo Algerton, Lamb’s Conduit-st, Wholesale Stationer. 
Pet July 10. Suly 26 at12. Prall & Nickinson, Chancery-lane. 

Rose, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet July 6 (for pau). July 28 
at il. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Scurrah, T hos, Battersea, Surrey, Grocer. Pet July 7. July 28 at 12, 
Ody, Trinity-st, Southwark. 

Snowden, Mary Ann, Walthamstow, Essex, Widow. Tet July 12. 
July 26 at 12. Burns, Watling-st. 

Star, Jas Wm, Brixton-rd, Painter. Pet July 6. July 27 at 2. Hall, 
Coleman-st. 

Thompson, John, Aldershot, Hampshire, Grocer. Pet July 5. Aug 
3at 12. Eve, Aldershot. 

Wells. Benj, Carltor-ter, Kilburn, Professor of Music. Tet July 12. 
Aug 3at 12. Lawrance, Old Jewry-chambers, 

Willson, Edwd Jobn, Amelia-ter, Battersea, Draper. Pet July 8. July 
26 ati2. Oldknow, Euston-rd, 

Wilshin, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet July 5. July 26 atl. 
Earle, Walbrook. 

Yull, Fredk, Croydon, Surrey, Saddler. 
Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Bateman, Wm, Lpool, Italian Warehouseman. 
July 25 at 11. Evans & Co, Lpool. 

Booth, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj June 16 (for pau). 
Oldham, July 27 at 12. Taylor, Oldham. 

Breen, John, Lpool, Cart Owner. Pet July 5. 
Aaderson, Lpool. 

Brown, Emanuel, Yeadon, York, Cloth Maker. 
July 26 at 11. Hill, Bradford. 
Burns, Dennis, Lpool, Labourer. Pet July 11. 

Anderson, Lpool. 
Colebourn, Hy, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Tailor. 
July 26at 12. Thurstans, Wolverhampton. 
Davison, John, Lpool, Buteher. Pet July 10. 


Goldrich, Lpool. 
Dawson, Sam!, Manch, Cabinet Maker. Pet July 12. Manch, July 31 


Pet July 12. July 28 at2. 


Pet July 11. Lpool, 
Lpool, July 25 at 3. 
Pet July 7. Otley, 
Lpool, July 27 at 3. 
Pet July !1. 
Lpool, July 26 at 11. 


Birm, 


at 11. Lamb, Manch. 

Dewhurst, Thos, Cobridge, Stafford Ginger Beer Maker. Pet June 8. 
Congleton, July 22 at 11. Tennant, Hanley, Stafford. 

Fairclough, Jas, Durham, Boot Maker. Pet July 10. Newcastle- 
upon-T'yne, July 26 at 12. Joel, Neweastle-upon-Tyne. 

Forster, Sherinton, Hartlepool, Durham, Shipbroker. Pet July 5. 


Brunton, West Hartlepool. 
Pet July 6. 


Leeds, July 31 at Il. 
Pet July 8. 
Pet July 10. 


Hartlepool, July 24 at 11. 
Foster. Wm, Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Grocer. 
pridd, July 25 at 11. Thomas, Pontypridd. 
Frain, John, Selby, York, Tailor. Pet July 11. 
Cariss & Tempest, Leeds. 

Fuller, Wm Harvey, Hatfield Peverel, Essex, Draper. 
Malden, July 27 at 10. Bruty, Chelmsford. 

Green, Geo, Miningsby Fen Allotment, Lincoln, Painter. 
Horncastle, July 24 at 3. Bailes, Boston. 


Ponty- 


Hail, Harriet Eliz, Longhope, ‘Gloucester, out of business. Pet July 
10. Newnham. “July 25 at 12, Goold, Newnham. 
Harwood, John, Oldswinford, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Pet July 


il. Stourbridge, July 28 at 10. Maltby, Stourbridge. 
Howat, Andrew, Far worth, Lancaster, Brassfounder. 
Bolton, July 26 at 10. Greenhalgh & Hall, Bolton. 
Illingworth, Geo, Maindee, nr Newport, Monmouth, Accountant. Pet 


Pet July 12. 


July 1}. Bristol, July 25 at 11. Bevan, Bristol. 
Jefirey, Aaron, Northumberland, Slater. Pet July 7. Alnwick, Aug 
Tatll. Busby, Alnwick. 


Maynard, Alfred, Coombeinteignhead, Devon, Painter. Pet July 12. 
Newton Abbot, July 29 at 11, Michelmore, New ton Abbot. 
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Moran, Thos, Widnes, Lancaster, Publican. PetJuly3. Lpool, July 
25 at 11. Bateson & Co, Lpool. 

Neill, John, Ardwick, Lancaster, Builder. Pet July 6. Manch, July 
25at11l. Grundy & Davies, Manch. 

Poole, Wm, Wiusfora, Chester, Insurance Agent. PetJuly 12. Lpool, 
July 26 at 12. Dodge, Lpool. 

Pratt, Chas, Avebury, Wilts, Plumber. Pet July 7. Marlborough, 
July 25 at !1. Rawlings, Melksham. 

Procter, Nicholas, Prisoner for Debt, Exeter. Adj July 10. Exeter, 
July 25 at 12.30, 

Reed, John, Dorchester, Dorset, Journeyman Butcher. Pet July 10, 
July 25at 11. Ellis, Sherborne. 

Reilly, Edmd Wm, Westbury, Wilts, Licensed Victualler. Pet July 
10. Bristol, July 24 at lt. Press & Inskip, Bristol. 

Rostron, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj June 1l4. Manch, 
July 28 at 11. 

Spooner, Wm Hy ,Prisoner for Debt, Lpool. Pet May6. Lpool,July 
25 at 3. Henry, Lpool, 

Stokes, Edwd, Woodburst, Huntingdon, Shoemaker. Pet July 11. 
Huntingdon, July 29 at 4. Vipan, St Ives. 

Stone, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Canterbury. AdjJune10. Canterbury, 
July 26 at 10. 

Tetley, John, Repton, Derby, Labourer. Pet July 10. Burton-on- 
Trent, July 29 at 1. Prence, Burton. 

Thomas, Daniel, Llanguicke, Glamorgan, out of business, Pet July 
10. Neath, July 25 at ll. Tripp, Swansea. 

Walbank, Alder, & John Knight, Bradford, York, Worsted Spinners, 
Pet July 4. Leeds, July 24at tl. Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Walker, Hy, Wombwell, York, Shopkeeper. Pet July 12. Barnsley, 
July 28 at 2. Clarke, Leeds. 

Watton, Thos, Tamworth, Warwick, Builder, Pet July 11. Birm, 
July 26 at i2. Chirm, Birm. 

Wilson, Jas, Cleckheaton, York, Linendraper. Pet July 11, Bradford, 
Aug | at 9.45. Yewdall, Leeds. 

Wrigley, John, Manch, Boiler Felter. Pet July 11. Manch July 27 at 
11. Higson & Co, Manch. 

TveEspay, July 18, 1865. 
To Surrender in London. 

Baker, Wm Beckley, Queen’s-ter. Bayswater, Auctioneer. Pet July 
10. July 28 at 12. Birch & Gorton, Furnival’s-inn. 

Ballard, Nathaniel, Prisoner for Debt, Reading. Pet July 10. July 
31 at Il. Doyle, Verulam-buildings, Gray’s-inn, for Smith, 
Reading. 

Battcock, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet July 13 (for pau). 
July 31 atl. Drew, Basinghall-st. 

Bennett, Chas Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Hertford. Adj July 14. July 
3lati. Aldridge. 

Bexley, Hy, William-and-Mary-yerd, Golden-sq, Carman. Pet July 
13. July 31 at ll. Fereday, bedford-row. 

Brant, Jolin Chas, Knight’s-hill, Lower Norwood, Colour Manufacturer. 
Pet July 14. Ang 3at2. Wells, Moorgate-st. 

Britten, David, High-st, Highgate, Draper’s Assistant. Pet July 12. 
Aug 3atll. Head & Pattison, Martin’s-lane, Cannon-st. 

Broughton, Wm, Elgin-mews, Maida vale, Job Master. Pet July 15, 
Aug4dat ll. Hempson, Connaught-ter, Hyde-park. 

Clark, John, Manchester-st, Gray’s-inn-rd, Potatoe Merchant, Pet 
July 14. Aug 3at2. Poole, Bartholomew-close. 

Clitherow, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet July 13 (for pan), 
July 3tat 12. Hill, Basinghall st. 

Cory, Hy, Blatch-ter, Hackney, Shipping Agent. Pet July 13. Aug 
3atl. Durant, Windsor. 

Crane, Fredk, Cecilia-pl, Stepney-green, Oilman. Pet July 14. July 
3l at 12. Chidley, Old Jewry. 

Diggens, Geo, New Cattle-market, Islington, Commission Slaughter- 
mau Pet July 12. Aug 3 at 12. Lewis, Raymond-buildings, 
Gray’s-inn, 

Durrant. Thos Chas, Westminster-rd, Jeweller. Pet July 15. July 31 
atl. Brook, New inn, Strand, 

Erck, Josiah, Cornhill, Financial Agent. Pet July 14 July 31 atl. 
Wallinger, Fenchurch-st. 

Finlinson Joshua, Brockley, nr Bury St Edmund’s, Suffolk, Clerk in 
Holy Orders, Pet July 15. Aug4atil. Goldrich, Strand. 

Fullagar, Hy, Thornhill, Kent, Fruiterer. Pet July 14, July 31 at 12, 
Wright, Chancery-lane. 

Hardiman, Joseph, De Beauvoir-rd, Kingslard, Assistant to a 
— Pet July 14, Aug 4 at ll. Poole, Bartholomew- 
close. 

Kempton, Edwd, East-rd, City-rd, Upholsterer. Pet July 11. Ang 3 
at 2. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Lee, John Place, Hall-pl West, Hall-park, Paddington, Laundryman. 
Pet July 14. July 31 at 12. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Mitchell, John, Victoria-cottages, Archway-rd, Highgate, Linen 
Draper. Pet July 14. Aug 3at it. Billing, Poultry. 

Radloff, Hy Martin, Dover, Kent, Grease Manufacturer. Pet July 12. 
Aug 3atll. Nicholson, Lime-st, 

Sayer, Chas Fredk, Queen’s-rd, Dalston, House Decorator. Pet July 

Aug 3at2. Steadman, Coleman-st. 

Sirett, Edwd, Steeple Claydon, nr Winslow, Bucks, Farmer. Pet July 
13. Aug 3atl. Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 

Staples, Joseph, Catherine-st, Strand, Patent Medicine Vendor. Pet 
July 11. Aug3atil. Chidley, Old Jewry. 

Tottle, John, Chapman-rd, White Post-lane, Hackney-wick, Well Dig- 
ger. PetJuly!2. Aug3atl2. Eaden, Gray’s-inn-sq. 

Trafford, Alfred Wm, Canterbury-ter, Finchley-rd, Walworth, Baker. 
Pet July 10. July 28 at 12, Odey, Trinity-st, Southwark. 

Tyler, Richd, Brimington-rd, New Peckham, Merchant's Clerk. Pet 
July 14. Aug ilas ll. Wells, Moorgate-st. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Baddeley, Hy, Wolstanton, Stafford, Grocer. Pet July 14. Hanley, 
Aug 5atll. Salt, Tunstall, i 
Teli, Thos, Halltown, Rockliff, Cumberland, Farmer. Pet July 13. 

Carlisle, Aug 2 at 11. Wannop, Carlisle. 

Birch, Jane Eliza, Birm, out of business. Adj July 13. Birm, July 
3latl0. Allen, Birm. 

Bland, Thos, Corbridge, Northumberland, Stonemason. Pet July 12, 
Hexham, July 31 at 1. Hexham, Welford, 





Bolwell, Thos, Bath, Wheelwright. Pet July 10. Bath,July 29 at 11. 
Wilton, Bath, 

Bond, John, Walsall, Stafford, Covered Harness Furniture Manufac- 
turer, Pet July 12. Walsall, Aug 2 at 12. Wilkinson, junr, Walsall. 

Bowker, Peter, Lancaster, out of business. Pet July 14, Salford, 
July 29 at 9.30. Ramsey, Stockport 

Brazier, Wm Wells, Birm, Plumber. Pet July 14. Birm, July 31 at 
10. Duke, Birm. 

Brett, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Ruthin. Adj, Conway, July 31 at 11. 
Jones, Conway. 

Cherry, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. Pet July 6. Bristol, Aug 4 
at 12. Clifton. 

Craker, Hy, Clifford, nr Tadcaster, York, General Dealer. Pet July 
13. Tadcaster, July 31 at 12. Harle, Leeds. 

Davis, Elias, North Shields, Watchmaker. Pet July 11. North Shields, 
July 29 at 11. Salmon, South Shields. 

David, Edwd, Roath, nr Cardiff, Glamorgan, Baker. Pet July 15. 
Cardiff, July 31 at 11. Raby, Cardiff. 

Davies, David, Briton Ferry, Glamorgan, Contractor. Pet July 15. 
Bristol, July 29 at 11. Clifton, Bristol. 

Dickins, Geo Caldwell, Cornhill, Northumberland, owt of business. 
Pet July 14. Neweastle-upon-Tyne, July 28 at 12. Brignal, Dur- 
ham. 

Edwards, Thos, Langollen, Denbigh, Fellmonger. Tet July 13. 
Wrexham, Aug 3 at1!. Sherratt, Llangollen, 

Folan, Thos, Durham, Labourer. Pet July 15. Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne, July 3! at 12, Bush, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Forknail, Jeremiah, Leicester, Furniture Broker. Pet July 14. Birm, 
Auglat1l. Chamberlain, Leicester. 

Fredman, Joseph, Norwich, Jeweller. Pet July 10. Norwich, July 
24 atl!. Sadd, Norwich, 

Gann, John Jas, Hastings, Sussex, Sign Writer. Pet July 14. Hast- 
ings, July 29 at 11. Shorter, Hastings. 

Hack, Wm, Loughborough, Leicester, out of business. Pet July 14. 
Loughborough, July 31 at 10. Giles, Loughborough, 

Hall, Robt, Worksop, Nottingham, Watchmaker. Pet July 14. Work- 
sop, Aug lat 12. Marshall, jun, East Retford. 

Hewett, Wm Baker, Bream, nr Lydney, Gloucester, Haulier. Pet 
July 13. Bristol, July 31 at 1!. Brittan & Sons, Bristol. 

Hibbert, Chas, Ashton-under- Lyne, High Bailiff of Lancashire County 
Court. Pet July 14, Ashton-under-Lyne, Aug 1 at 12, Brooks 
Co, Manch. 

Hutchinson, Saml, Tranmere, Chester, Licensed Victualler. Pet July 
14. Birkenhead, July 31 at 11. Moore, Birkenhead. 

Ineson, Christopher, Birstal, York, Grocer. Pet July 14. Dewsbury, 
July 28 at 3. Ibberson, Dewsbury. 

Jenkins, I’hilip, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, Watchmaker. Pet July 
3. Fembroke, July 22 at 9.30. Parry, Pembroke Dock. 

Llewellin, John, Bristol, Dealer in Toys. Pet July 12. Bristol, Aug 
4at12. Trenerry. 

Maidment, Wm, Yeovil, Somerset, Cabinet Maker. Pet July 14. 
Yeovil, Aug 3 at 12. Watts. Yeovil. 

Marks, Philip, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj June 21. Sheffield, Aug 
3at!. Mason, York. < 

Merwood, Isaac, Fieshwater, Isle of Wight, Butcher. Pet July 8. 
Newport, July 29 at 11. Joyce, Newport. 

Munsey, Hy, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Plumber. Pet July 11. Gt 
Yarmouth, July 29 at 12. Cory, Gt Yarmouth. 

Rosher, Alfred, Hadleigh, Suffolk, Tailor. Pet July 13. Hadleigh, 
July 31 at 3. Robinson & Co, Hadleigh. 

Roskilly, Chas Smith, Prisoner for Debt, Devon. Adj July 10. Exeter, 
July 28 at 12. Carrick, Exeter. . 

Sharples, Wm, & John Sharples, Preston, Reed Makers. Pet July 15. 
Preston, Aug 4at 10. Edelston, Preston. 

Smith, John Wm, Lpool, Grocer. Vet July 14. Lpool, July 28 at 2, 
Husband, Lpool 

Simpson, Robt, Debenham, Suffolk, Dealer. Pet July 12. Framling- 
ham, Aug 2 at 2. Shafto, Framlingham. 

Smith, John, Newton Longville, Buckingham, Butcher. Pet July 12. 
Newport Pagnell, vuly 28 at 3.30. Talley, Beaconsfield. 

Terry, Thos Lomax, Warrington, Lancaster, Whitesmith. Pet July 
13. Warrington, Aug 3at 11. Shepherd & Moore, Warrington. 

Thomas, John, Stithians, Cornwall, Butcher. Pet July 8. Redruth, 
July 29 at 11. Trevena, Redruth, 

Thompson, Chas, Hulme, Manch, Boot Maker. Pet July 10. Manch, 
Aug 3at 12. Gardner, Manch. 

Tullis, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Lpool. Adj June 16. Lpool, July 29 

I 


at Il. 

Vandenberg, John, Spalding, Lincoln, Shoemaker. Pet July 4. Birm, 
Aug | attl. Maples, Nottingham. 

Ward, Saml, Aston Juxta, Warwick, Butcher. Pet July 15. Birm, 
July 3l at 10. Clarke, Birm. 

Ward, Wm, sen, Ompton, Nottingham, Farmer. Pet July 14. Leeds, 
Aug 4at12, Smith & Co Sheffield. 

Ward, Wm, jun, Wellow, Nottingham, Machine Owner. Pet July 14. 
Leeds, Aug 4 at 12. Smith & Co, Sheffield. 

Wattis, John, Prisoner for Debt, Worcester. Adj July 10. Birm, 
July 28 at 12. 

Williams, John Dickin, Chester, Builder. Pet July 15. Lpool, July 
29atl. Roberts, Chester. 

Williams, Thos, Penarth, Glamorgan, Grocer. Pet July 14. Cardiff, 
July 31 at ll, Raby, Cardiff. ‘ 

Winn, Wm Heslop, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj July 8. Leeds, July 
3! at ll. 

Woodhouse, Robt, Martham, Norfolk, Basket Maker. Pet July 10. 
Gt Yarmouth, July 29 at 12. Ferrier, Gt Yarmouth. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, July 14, 1865, 
Shaw, Hy, Bingley, York, Grocer. July 12. 


Turspay, July 18, 1865. ' 
Armistead, Theodore, Ivy House, Crown-hill, Norwood, Shipping 
Merchant. July 15, 
Clancy, Jas Joseph, Mincing-lane, Coal Shipper. July 14, 
Lenzberg, Louis, Oxford-st, Cornice Pole Manufacturer. - July 11. 
Smith, Anthony John, Hereford-rd, Bayswater, Tailor. July 1. 
a" Chas, The Terrace, High-st, Kensington, Draper. 
June 17, 
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an United Saw Glerks’ Society. 


ESTABLISHED 1832, 


Patrons.—THE RIGHT HON. THE LORD HIGH CHANCELLOR; THE RIGHT HON. LORD CRANWORTH. 
Trustees.—EDWARD S, BIGG, Esq.; JAMES W. WILLCOCK, Esq., Q.C.; FRANCIS T. B URCHAM, Esq. 








THE UNITED LAW CLERKS’ SOCIETY was established in 1832 by a few Managing Clerks, who had long witnessed with pain the distressed 
condition of many of their fellow Clerks, when deprived of health, or past labour, and also the sufferings often endured by their Widows and Families 
on their decease, for which provision was seldom made. A Fund was created by smail monthly contributions, out eg which relief was to be 
afforded in sickness, pensions granted to aged and infirm Members, and assistance given to the families of deceased Member: 

A Benevolent Fund, to which ever Member contributed, was also formed to assist distressed Clerks (whethe r Mer ig or not), their Widows and 
Families, with small gifts of money, not: exceeding £5. Under certain necessary restrictions, this assistance is afforded to all dese rving Law Clerks 
and their Families, whose distress is the result of unavoidable misfortune. 

The Society, at its commencement, obtained the support of many eminent Members of the Profession, whose early, zealous, and energetic 
support has materially contributed to its present satisfactory condition. 

Among the benefits are,— 

A weekly allowance in sickness Of ....sce0 sceseseccscsescccccsece £1 1 0 
Pensions payable weekly, varying from. ...scecccesesccceceeeselOS. to 014 0 
A payment on a Member’s death of 
On the decease of a Member’s wife, a pay ment of «sc... crercccecceee 29 0 O 
In the year 1864-5, £1,532 18s, has been expended in assisting Members, Non- Members, their Widows and Famiiies. 


Ghe Chirty-third Anniversary Dinner 
AT 
THE FREEMASONS’ TAVERN, GREAT QUEEN STREET, 
ON FRIDAY, 2nd JUNE, 1865. 


The Hon, Mr. JUSTICE MONTAGUE SI SMITH, in the Chair. 












The Following Donations are Gratefully Asharitadgilt A., Annual Donation. 



















































































































































£s. d, £s. 4d. | 8. d. 

Abbott, Charles James, hss sosseeeA Lot 0 | Headland, J., Esq. (Accountant- | Rawlinson, A. L., 
Addison, C. G., Esq. . ae ah Te ae Gemeral 6 GORE hissasinsvctetnsicnsstos 1104] PROPOR asc ccacceasess 00 
Aldridge, Joseph, Esq. a a Hepple, Wm., Esq. js 100 | Reilly, F. 8. Esq. ne nw @ 
Annesley, George, Esq. ae oe a Heritage, Frede ric k, ksq. oe a Renaud, S., Esq. 
Anonymous (J.B. K.) ...... - O10 6} Higgins, "J. Navier, Eisq.. : 8 = General's 7 ce) 1 1o 
Atkinson, Serjeant Tindal , eS Hillyer, ~ wge, Esq. Sh yk eS teyroux, M. A., E nn & 6S 
Baylis, Thomas C., Esq. ... 1 1 0 | Hopgood, James, Esq . . 10 10 0 |} Rigby, Butle ‘ i im 2:23 6 
Kegbie, Robinson, "& Hoe kley, Messrs, 3 3 0 | Ireland,J.¢.C. Esq. .. ; 88 Ot Beinn. Se Be 
Berry, Josiah, Esq. . | t 0 | Janeway, , ae. | Robinson, Mr. Se rjeant oses - 3830 
Bire i, Thomas, Esq. st ie } 1 1 0 | Rolt, John, Q 5 . & & @ 
Blaine, D. Robertson, Esq woe « 2 2 0] Room, C. Turner, "Esq. 110 
Bockett, D. S., Fsq. .. ae i Rarelake, Pr reston, i $4]. ts 6 Roworth & Son, Messrs.  €-@ 
Bonuer, J. Geo., Esq. st B~ By Keane, D. D, Esq., QC. & & 6 Rowcliffe. E.S, Esq. ..... oe 
Bower, Arthur P., Esq. ' 'Co Keen, Grinham, sq. 2 2 0 | Sira, Tae HonouraBre Me. Jusrice 
Bower, Thos. H., Esq. Sa Kelly, L., Esq... 7 ¢ Mostagve (the Chairman)...... 2 009 
Braham, —— il., Esq. 1 1 0 | Kennedy, Thomas, 1 | 0 | She, The Honor irable Mr, Justice 5 5 0 
Brett, W. B , Esq., QC. 1 1 0 | King, W. W., Esq A 1 1 © | Sampson, Samuel & Emanue ie Messr 3% 
Bridge .& Collin, Messrs. .... . 1 1 0 | Knott, Mr. T. H., Clerk to the Honour- Sawbridyge, Chas., Esq. ... boat © 
Broderip, Francis, -_ os 100 0 0 able the C hairm in, 1 1 @ | Seager, — Esq. ........ th © 
Brown, H. E., Eva. scccceces 3 3 O | Langdon, A, W., Esq. 010 0 | Scoot, J. R. Hope, E 1 Qe 5 00 
Bullock, J. B.. Esq. ... 1 1 © | Leman, Janes Curtis, Esq. ... . 1 $ 0] Shaw, J, Esq. 8 6 
Burke, J. St. George, Esq., ‘ Q. ES Lewis, Thomas, E st}. { Accountant- Simpson, Hervy, usq. 3230 
Burn, ‘adam, MO, |. ccsacsane i General's Oilice) .... 11 Simon, Mr, Serjeant ices a ne 
Bury, Edward, Esq. . eee i Lewis & Lewis, Mess: a 2 0 Skirr Kiq., Taxing Master A 1 1 O 
Butler, George, Exq. (Account ant) he ey ia Lewis, Mrs. W. EL... , 2 oe Sladen, St. Barbe, Bsq.........ceccsccoree 34 86 
‘The Right Honourable the Lord Chan- Ley, Wm., Esq. . s @¢ 8 Smith, BE — F., Esq. § 60 

cellor .. a ie we 5 5 0 | Lilley, Joseph, Esq. 1 1 0 | Smith, &. J., Esq. ae 
Cairns, Sir I ugh, Knight, Q.C., MP. 5 5 0 | Lindo & Sons, Messrs. . 1 t 0] Smith, W. re astie, Esq. 5 5 0 
Callcott, C. M. B., Bisq. ccccceseseseoeeres 1 1 0 | Loftus, Thomas, Esq. ... 5 0 0 | Smith, W. Wyke, Esq. , Ss @ 
Chambers, Montagu, Esq., QC. . 2 2 0 | Lott, Joseph, Esq... 1 1 0 | Smythies, J. K., Esq... a. 6 
Chaiintler & Crouch, Messrs. 2 2 0 | Lovell, Wm.. Esq. 1 1 0 | Solicitor’s Journ: il, The. 55 0 
Chidley, J, R, Esq. . 1 1 0 | Lumley, B, Esq... . | 1 0 | Southgate, Thos, Esq., Q. C.. 5 5 0 
Chilton, Burton & Co. Messrs. i ee Loxley, John, Esq. . 1010 0 Stuart, The Honourable Vice- Chah- 
Chorley, Thomas F., Esq. “ 1 i 0 | Macaulay. Kenneth, E " 55 0 cellor Sir Joho ..... enna rsnnkeetosanide tee 1 0 
Clarke, Son, & Rawlins, Messrs. 5 5 0 | Macnaghten, ry Esq. 1 1 © | Tanqueray, Wiilaume, & Hs snbury, . 
Cochrane, George, Esq. ... 1 1 0 | Mangles, J. W., Esq. .:. Pe hee ; 5 & 0 
Cole, Charles N., Esq... 190 Mecklem, Thos , Esq. 1 t 0 | Taylor & Jacquet, Messrs. 3 3 6 
Cole, Henry Th omas, Esq. . 2 2 0] Milne, Charles, Esq. whist 1 1 0 | Townley, J., Esq. ...... 116 
Cox & Suns, Messrs. .... 23 6 Milne, Nathaniel Chas., Esq 5 00 Townsend, G. Be Esq. 5 5 0 
Cressingham, Josiah, Esq. . 3 2 0 | Morris, J., Esq. ...... 2 2 0 | Thomas, C. E., Esq. as 110 
—— John, Esq. ....00.000 * 1 1 0 | Morgan, G. 0., Esq. .. 1 £1 O | Turner, Francis, Esq 110 

Cure, Robert Capel, Esq. : Eee Merriman, J. 5: io a }-2 DP bi urner, Fre d ri ck, Esq 220 
Carter, S.. Esq. ... . 5 5 9 | Newbon, Jo eph, £sq. A 11 0] Turner, R. E., Esq...... 110 
Dalyrimple, Rubert Fane, Fsq. 10 10 0 | Odell, James, Esq. .. «- 1 i Q | Turner, Samuel, Esq... 220 
Davis, Thomas, Esq. ....... ee ae a Os borne, John, Esq., a C. x =o Wainwright, John, 
Denman, The Hon. George, Q. 5 5 0 | Peachey, J., Esq. .... re 61 SUI cstnascucsonnbonctaintscainainsabeins 50 0 
Depree & Austen, Messrs. ... 1 1 O | Paterson, Wm James Es 2 8 61 Walters, Young, & W alters, Messrs... 5 5 O 
Devonshire, J. H., Esq. .... 1 1 6 | Peacock, Thos. F.. Esq . | 1 0 | Watson, Wm Henry, E 110 
1 obinson & G:are, Messrs. . 5 0 0 | Phelan, Mr. Edward, “Clerk to Mr. | Webb, H. Dillen, Esq. . » 5 6 
Dryden, C. B., Esq. ...s000+++ 010 6 Justice Shee .......66 secsmee | 1 0 | Wells, A., Eafe ccrceree 110 
Dumergue, F., Esq. - | 1 0 | Pickett, Heary, sq. .. 2 2 0 | Westlake, John, Fon. ie ie 
Dunster, Wm. H., Esq. . are © Pidding & Wade, Messrs. y ae Whitehvad, W. H., Esq. ose 26 
Dyson, William, Esq. .... . | 1 0 | Potter, Rupert, Esq. ........ 1 1 0 | Williams, Charles Reynol . 1010 0 
Edwards, Frederick E., Esq. 2 2 O | Potter, Samuel, sen., Esq. 1 1 0 | Williams, Joshua, Esq., QC. ..... - 323606 
Fraser, W. J., Esq. ..... ee Prendergast, J., Esq. (Accountant- Willougby & Cox, Messrs, .. - 55 0 
Garth, Richard, Esq. . £2 ¢@ Generat’s O tice) 11 6 | Woollacott, T. G., — Raines ~ t £8 
Goldsmith, Augustus, Esq................ 1 1 0 | Prideaux, C. G., Esq. ...... 1 1 0 j Young, Thomas, Esq. . 110 


HARRY G. ROGERS, ane, 
Freemasons’ Tavern, July, 1865, 











CREDIT FONCIER AND MOBILIER OF ENGLAND 


(LIMITED). 


Autuorisep CapitaL, £4,000,000. 
CAPITAL SUBSCRIBED, £2,000,000. CAPITAL PAID UP, £500,000. 
RESERVE FunpD, £200,000. DIVIDEND RESERVE FunD, £70,000. 


864 — THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. July 22,1865. 











— we aa Hon. JAMES ay oe y trite i GOVERNOR. 

MES LEVICK, Esq., Merchant, King’s Arms-yar 

JAMES NUGENT DANIELL, Eeq, London, >’) D#PUTY GovenNons. 
ALBERT GRANT, Esq., M.P., MANAGING DirREcTOR. 


DIRECTORS. 
JAMES CHILDS, Esq., London. 
ALEXANDER DUNBAR, Esq., Old Broad-street, London. 
CHARLES ELLIS, Esq., Lloyd’s. 
ADOLPHE HAKIM, Esq. (Messrs, Pinto, Hakim, Brothers, & Co.), London. 
The Hon. T. C. HALIBURTON, M.P., Chairman of the Canada Agency Association, London. 
WILLIAM IIARRISON, Esq. (Messrs. Young, Harrison, & Bevan), Director of the Thames and Mersey Insurance Company. 
RICHARD STUART LANE, Esq. (Messrs. Lane, Hankey, & Co.), London. 
CHARLES E. NiWBON, Esq., London. 
ENRY POWNALL, Esq,., J.P., Russell-square, London. 
L SMITH, Esq. (Messrs. Mackrill Smith & Co.), Old Broad-street, London. 
EDWARD WARNER, Esgq., M.P., London. 

JOHN WESTMORLAND, Esq. (Director of the Royal Insurance Company), London, 


Bankers. 
fhe AGRA & MASTERMAN’S BANK (Limited); Messrs. SMITH, PAYNE, & SMITHS; the NATIONAL BANK, London, 
Dublin, and its Branches in Ireland; the ALLIANCE BANK (Limited), London, Liverpool, and Manchester. 


Solicitors. 
Messrs, NEWBON, EVANS, & Co., Nicholas-lane, E.C, 


H 
JOSEPH MACKRIL 





BUSINESS TRANSACTED 
This Company negociates Loans for Colonial and Foreign Governments; 
Co-operates in the Financial arrangeinents of British and other Railways; 
Makes advances to Corporations, Town Councils, and other Public Bodies ; 
Negociates Loans for Public Works ; 
Assists in the introduction of Industrial and Commercial Undertakings ; 
Makes Advances upon approved Stocks, Shares, Bonds, &c. ; 
Makes temporary Loans upon eligible Freehold and Leasehold Securities. 


London, 17 and 18, Cornhill, June 15, 1865. ALFRED LOWE, Secretary. 


DEBENTURES ISSUED BY 
THE CREDIT FONCIER AND MOBILIER OF ENGLAND (LIMITED). 


ISSUE OF £500,000 DEBENTURES WITH INTEREST PAYABLE QUARTERLY. 
The Directors have decided to issue Debenture Bonds of the Company for the amounts and bearing interest as under, viz. : 
In sums of £10, £20, £50, £100, £250, £500, and £1,000, with Coupons attached. 
INTEREST. 


For three years ........ secevceeccccceccccesesss 6 per cent per annum. 
BOL BVG YOORS: igscsscsiscescerssnessvescees uskonees oe 


For seven years ... 








” ” 





- 7 » ” 

Interest payable quarterly—viz., on the 30th March, 30th June, 30th September, and 30th December, in each year, at the 
Company’s Bankers. 

The distinctive feature in the Debentures issued by this Company is their perfect security; the amount of the capital sub- 


scribed, paid-up, and uncalled, and the general invested assets of the Company, as well as the large reserve fund, affording the 
most ample security to the investor. 


These Debentures are issued payable to bearer, and can therefore pass by simple delivery from hand to hand, without endorse- 
ment, and are free from any further stamp duty. They are also issued—to meet the requirements of trustees and others—trans- 
terable by deed cnly, to be duly registered in the Company’s books in the names of the investors or their assigns. 
Forms of application can be obtained of the Secretary, to whom all communications must be addressed. 
London, 17 and 18, Cornhill, June 15, 1865. By order of the Court, ALFRED LOWE, Secretary. 


DEPOSITS RECEIVED BY 
THE CREDIT FONCIER AND MOBILIER OF ENGLAND (LIMITED). 


RATES FOR MONEY ON DEPOSIT. 


_ This Company receives Money on Deposit, in sums of £10 and upwards, at the undermentioned rates, from this day until 
further notice, viz. :— 











At 14 days’ notice ..... eeceeaese eresceceescecessscscsese sveceecccsceces sssssseeseeee O Per Cent. per annum, 
At one month’s Notice ......scscccssecereeecees sdevevevacvaseonses seccccveevescees OF 5 - 

FOR FIXED PERIODS OF 

Not less than 3 months and up to 6 months ........ pticcainunebnameeeeeeesy 4 Fa i. 
Beyond 6 months and up to 9 MONthS .....ssssseeesesveeees 44 Re He 
Beyond 9 months and up to 12 months ........000+ odecscesceoveseroscoscnsses O ” ” 
Beyond 12 months and up to 24 months ......... eoeeeseee seve 


eo eee rereeursneee 4 ” ” 
ommunications must be addressed. 


By order of the Court ALFRED LOWE, Secretary. 


Forms of application can be obtained of the Secretary, to whom all c 
17 and 18, Coznhill, London, June 15, 1865, 








